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EDITORIAL 
RIGHTEOUSNESS THROUGH FORGIVENESS 


In the September 1983 issue of The Expository Review, bro. R. L. 
McDonald, editor, issued an invitation (a challenge) to anyone who 
would write an article showing one passage of scripture that says 
that the righteousness of Christ is imputed to sinners. The offer 
sounded good until he stipulated that the article would be rebutted 
by another writer of his choosing and the first writer would not be 
allowed to reply to the rebuttal. The reason he gave for cutting off 
the discussion at this point was, 


Our judgment is that brethren grow tired of reading an 
almost unending exchange of a singleissue. Further, we 
believe that what could be said on an issue could be made 
in single articles. 


The editor's primary concern seems to be the reader, and we too 
agree that the reader shouldn't be subjected to an endless discus~ 
sion on small matters. Yet bro. Mc's. concern hasn't kept him 
from writing on the subject himself for the last several issues of 
his publication. If the editor would apply this interest to other 
subjects which characterizes most all of our non-cooperative 
journals, such as kitchens in the basement, the Herald of Truth, 
orphan's home issue, it would certainly improve the readableness 
of his paper. But I would hesitate to assign the subject of imputed 
righteousness to insignificance because it is the very heart and 
soul of the scheme of redemption. The teaching cannot be over-~ 
emphasized because it is so little understood. In its place there 
has grown up in the last one or two generations a doctrine that has 
been labeled by some as "law/works righteousness," which is 
nothing more than the Galatian heresy continued in the 20th Century. 


After issuing the challenge twice to anyone who would defend the 
teaching of Christ's righteousness being imputed to sinners, no one 
responded. This seemed to please bro. Mc. In a private letter to 
him I suggested that perhaps the reason that no one responded to 
his challenge is because of past treatment given to writers of such 
articles. No one appreciates being called a ‘false teacher", having 
his ideas ridiculed, and especially of being put in a position of 
having no recourse to such journalistic mistreatment. 


Being not convinced that bro. Mc. was really concerned with the 
truth of the subject, I made him a counter offer. I proposed that 
he write an article telling us “whose righteousness is it that saves, 
our own righteousness or the righteousness of Christ?" and then 
let me write the rebuttal article in the event that I might disagree 
with what was said. I reminded him that in keeping with his own 
editorial policy he would not be allowed to respond to my rebuttal. 


(turn to page 9) 
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THE AMSTERDAM CONFERENCE 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE (Final) 


This will be the final ingtaliment on the International Convention 
of Itinerant Evangelists. I realize that not all of our readers regard 
it as Ido. Many will no doubt be glad that the account is nearing 
its end. The fact that it originated in the fertile brain of Billy 
Graham will prejudice some against it. Yet it took such an organi- 
zation as his with world outreach to bring it off. Personally I do 
not know of another group on earth today who could have done it if 
they would or would have done it if they could. I found it to be re- 
markably free from the sectarian spirit. Mr. Graham, personally, 
was the soul of graciousness unto all. For one who has been ac- 
corded the plaudits and acclaim of the world he conducted himself 
with becoming modesty and humility. 


One of the problems we have faced as a people, is the resentment 
we show when someone outside our group does something worthwhile 
or noteworthy. We seem all too anxious to assign ulterior motives. 
In the small sect in which I was reared this was always one of our 
most serious hang-ups. Instead of running up the flag we ran the 
person down. I have since found this a characteristic of most 
religious parties. We know and recognize only “our preachers." 
Even those who labor in the same community are almost wholly 
strangers to us. That someone would meet and fraternize with 
others of every splinter, segment and faction is an unheard of thing. 
That one should spend his own money to cross the ocean and do so 
is looked upon as the height of the ridiculous. It is branded as 
compromise and heresy. But I shake off into the fire all such 
accusuations as Paul shook off the viper which fastened itself on 
his arm. While the brethren stand around waiting for me to fade 
and die I go on about my business. 


It has been my lot and fortune (good or bad) to attend most of the 
lectureships and conventions sponsored by our brethren of all 
shapes, grades and stripes. There is no difference. The non- 
instrumental brethren hold lectureships. The instrumental brethren 
hold conventions. Both do the same things. If a visitor from outer 
space dropped in and attended one he would not know whether he 
was ata lectureship or a convention. Both of them are circum- 
scribed and pretty well stacked with "faithful" brethren, unless the 
sponsors fee] that someone is weakening and they might line him 
up if they give him a chance to speak to them. GeneraJly, though, 
those who speak will be "our brethren." They will be tried and 
true on all doctrinal issues except for those which it is agreed 
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makes no difference. On these they can be as far out as possible 
and it will not count. 


But going to the convention was the first time in my life I attended 
a meeting of such magnitude where Jesus Christ was the only issue. 
The first two days I missed something. Then it dawned upon me 
what it was. The workshops were all dedicated to two things. One 
was how to get the message of Jesus out to a world which was 
hungering and thirsting after righteousness. The other was how to 
combat the malign forces which challenged His claim to be King of 
kings and Lord of lords. There were no workshops on the millen- 
nium, instrumental music, Sunday-schools, one cup, or other 
secondary issues. Presumably those who were present had per- 
sonal opinions on all of these and kindred matters. But if they did 
they kept them to themselves, where private matters should be kept. 


I fully expected to hear a great deal about the movement of the 
Holy Spirit in these latter days. I heard nothing! i is true that the 
Spirit was given credit for transmitting to us the revelation of 
heaven and for empowering and directing those who took that reve- 
lation to mankind, but such things as “the charismatic movement” 
were left alone. I saw a dozen or more men among the thousands 
lift their hands in praise to God during the singing of the hymns and 
prayer, but, because of 1 Timothy 2:8 it did not bug me. One was a 
giant of a man from Sri Lanka, where the majority were small of 
stature. I was thankful he was on our side. 


As I go back over those days from afar, I see them in a clearer 
light. It is my firm belief that nothing that is created stands aloof. 
There is a bond, often intangible, which ties everything together. 
Just as there is one God and Father of us all, so he has, in the 
final analysis, produced but one creation. it is a uaiverse and not 
a multi-verse. Every atom is linked together. I am related to 
every human being on the earth. Humanness is not a quality in 
which I can rejoice in solitude. Iam a part of every refugee, for, 
in a sense we are all refugees from something. 


By the same token, there is no historical fact which does not 
intimately affect me as an individual. Just as I am linked to the 
first sin committed by Adam and Eve in the garden and must die 
because of the curse placed upon mankind, so I am linked to every- 
thing else which has happened to mankind since that fateful day. I 
stood recently on the spot in the plaza of Florence where Savonorola 
was hanged and his body consumed by the flames. I felt akin to this 
courageous Dominican who defied the pope and continued to lift up 
his voice in condemnation of the Medici family for its greed and 
oppression. A few days before I had stood before the famous re- 
formation statue in Geneva. I felt the same Kinship with Calvin, 
Huss, Knox and Farel. 

Iam a part of every struggle for freedom, every rebellion against 
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intolerance, every attempt to loose the fetters of captives which 
has ever been. The God whom I serve is a history-making God. He 
is not limited to great men. He is still making it. He is still 
moving men into position on the checker-board of time. Now, Iam 
one of those men. My response will help to determine the action 
and fate of many of my offspring yet unborn. I am convinced that 
we are, wittingly or unwittingly, part of a great and amazing re- 
formation. We can quibble about words by which to designate it. 
We can argue about the terms which to describe it. 


But while we assail each other in our ingrained littleness, God is 
working the divine purpose. I could jot down a source of things, 
some positive, others negative, out of which he is weaving the cloth 
of renewal. But permit me to say, that of all the things which have 
happened in the past few years, few equal and none surpass, the 
gathering of itinerant evangelists in one place. Since the convention 
ended several things have happened that are calculated to enhance 
the winds of change. Already they are beginning to blow in many 
places. Men are lifting up their heads. They are beginning to re- 
spond. At least three things have happened recently which are of 
utmost significance. 


Renewal is not the work of men. It is the work of God. It is not 
our moving but the Spirit moving in and throug) us that brings the 
divine wiJl in human affairs. We must be open to the Spirit. We 
must be unafraid and unashamed to do His bidding. We cannot 
kindle the flame, we can only fan it. God is the substance of all 
revolutions, the guiding star of all renewal. Let us not fear change 
for all of us were born of change. The word of God is unchanging 
but men are not. It is by change that we approach nearer to God's 
ideal. 


We are not stagnant pools, scum-laden and brackish. ‘He that 
believeth on me, out of his inward parts shall flow rivers of living 
water." There is a river of life flowing out of you. It sweeps away 
impurities. It cleanses us. It is clear and cool. It refreshes those 
whom it contacts. He has given us His peace. That peace is nothing 
like the world gives. If we believe this, and surely we do, then all 
we have to do is to combine our faith and share our resources and 
the whole world wiil be flooded by His power and love. 


If I allow the river which flows out of me to join the river which 
flows out of you, and we bring into our close fellowship all others, 
the water will overflow its banks and irrigate the seed we have 
planted. I can see that beginning to happen. We are not the springs, 
we are merely the channels. And rivers of living water do not flow 
from sects. Sects dam up the streams. They want to control the 
flow. A sect is frightened by anything it cannot control. It passes 
laws and enacts rules which keep individuals from moving. It is a 
master of flood control measures. 
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But it is individuals who are the conduits of the Spirit. They are 
the acqueducts through which the water flows. And, periodically, 
individuals lose their fear of chains and swords and the stake, and 
when they do things begin to happen. They are all linked to the 
struggles of the past and the history that has transpired. And they 
affect the future. How they affect it! I can see this beginning to 
transpire. And I rejoice and am glad in it, as I am in any of the 
Lord's doings. It is marvelous jn our eyes! 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 


Our thanks to bro. Ketcherside for an excellent report on the 
Amsterdam Convention. - Editor 





J. JAMES ALBERT: 


With the students having finished their school year the day before, 
the teachers had one more work day at the close of the last school 
year. It was decided to survey the completed year and try to 
determine our strengths and weaknesses, with the intentions of 
continuing with, or improving upon the former, and trying to cor- 
rect or rectify the latter. One area we weren't completely satisfied 
with was the area of discipline. As we looked at this area and 
thought of what we needed to do, an insightful teacher said that 
perhaps the disciplined code of our school was too unwieldly, with 
too many detajled rules. She further said, that, perhaps in our 
efforts to get students to conform, we expected too much of them. 
We wanted them to conform in ways that were contrary to some of 
the innocent, natural behavior of middle school students. As a 
result, our elaborate code of rules frustrated them too much and 
the result was more behavior problems rather than fewer. 
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While thinking about what she said, it came to me that this is 
basically one of the reasons why religious creeds formulated by 
men are wrong and why they won't work. This is why the unwritten 
creeds of the Churches of Christ won't work and result in more 
divisions rather than bringing about unity. 


Human creeds, whether written or unwritten, are attempts to 
bring persons into conformity with the peculiar interpretations and 
opinions that characterize and form the foundations of the various 
parties of Christianity. The Churches of Christ have so zealously 
advocated their various creeds that as a result they are one of the 
most divided denominations upon the face of this earth. It is so 
embarrassing to have to answer questions like, "Which Church of 
Christ do you belong to?"* when the person asking the question is 
aware of three or four in the community, each claiming to be the 
right one in God's sight, and having little or nothing at all to do 
with the others except to debate or proselyte. 


Human creeds are not only a violation of the liberty of individual 
study and interpretation which we enjoy, or should be able to enjoy, 
as Christians, but they violate the practical truth that men will 
never agree except in generals. Further, any attempt to coerce or 
induce an exact conformity to the minute interpretations or opinions 
of creeds is not only in opposition to the unity of diversity that 
proceeds from God, but will result in the chaos and confusion of 
divisions in direct proportion to the zeal in which they are advocat- 
ed and enforced. 


Man errs when he formulates creeds which condition acceptance 
and fellowship upon faith and response to articles of belief other 
than the simple gospel. The gospel, nothing more and nothing less, 
is not only the basis of individual salvation, but of the unity God 
desires for His children. Anything less smacks of infidelity and 
anything more is indicative of the party spirit. 


I hear brethren say verbally and in writing that to have the unity 
God desires for his children we must be in complete agreement. 
They say unity in diversity is wrong and represents a compromise 
or unionism. In the first place, it is interesting to note that our 
forefathers in the American Restoration Movement, who ferreted 
from the scriptures many of the ideas and slogans these brethren 
reiterate, frequently referred to the unity they were seeking as a 
union. Second, when these brethren say that we must be in com- 
plete agreement, they mean in the party creed or platform —the 
interpretations and opinions which have been made a test of fellow- 
ship. Please read what Robert Richardson wrote in the 1848 
Millennial Harbinger regarding unity in diversity. 


"++ There may be unity in regard to the simple gospel facts; to the 
grand fundamental truth of Christianity, to the divinely appointed 
means of salvation; to the one great object of worship; to the one 
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source of spiritual light and truth; to the one cementing principle of 
mutual love which pervades and animates the body of Christ. But 
how preposterous it is to expect uniformity of opinion in a world 
like this, where the minds of men are as diverse as the leaves of 
the forest!—a world in which no two states can have the same 
political government; no two families the same regulations; no two 
individuals the same tastes and habits! 

"And how undesirable such an uniformity if it could even be ef- 
fected! How evident it is, that the infinite diversity of nature every 
where around us, is the very source of beauty and delight! It is by 
the opposition of things which have yet some common points of 
agreement, by those charming contrasts constantly held in subjec- 
tion to one pervading principle, that variety is reconciled with 
order, and diversity with unity. There could, indeed, be no beauty 
in nature without those endless diversities, and nature, in this 
respect, is but a type of human society, whether political or relig- 
ious. Both have proceeded from God, and both possess the same 
characteristics. As we]l might we desire to have but a single note 
in music, aS one opinion in religion. As well might we desire to 
see the whole earth, and the heavens, clothed in drab, as to have 
every one to conform to the sentiments of any single party in 
Christendom. Where would be, then the free comparison of senti- 
ment, and the delightful interchange of thought? Where the charm 
of new discovery, and the progressive enlargment of mind? Where 
the doubt, that betraying the weakness of human judgment, repres- 
ses intellectual pride; and where the mutual forbearance which 
strengthens mutual love? He who has ordained that no two human 
faces shall be perfectly alike, and that their features shall yet 
agree in general character, has also instituted that diversity of 
mind which admits, in the same manner, of an essential unity. 
These differences must in both cases be permitted; for we might as 
well try to make all faces alike, as all minds alike. They are also, 
in both cases, equally desirable, as the source of pleasing con- 
tracts and varied harmonies, and as both the means and the occas- 
ion of the development of human nature in all its varied relations." 
(pp. 73 -74). 


It is so ironical and inimical to me that brethren today in the 
Churches of Christ will resort to the same line of reasoning to 
defend their unwritten creeds as did the Baptists, Methodists, 
Presbyterians, and others to defend their written creeds in the days 
of our forefathers. Perhaps this is indicative of our maturing as 
a denomination. 


Brethren who knowingly or unknowingly advocate human creeds 
confuse the facts of the scriptures with their interpretations. They 
confuse the infallible with the fallible. But worse than this, they 
become dogmatic about their detailed interpretations and transcend 
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the jimits of Christian freedom by demanding conformity on the part 
of their brethren. Thus the right of individuals to study and inter- 
pret the scriptures for themselves exist in name only. Brethren 
in the party labor under the constant fear of being ostracized. At 
the least, Robert Richardson would be blackballed by most of his 
spiritual descendants. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 





RIGHTEOUSNESS THROUGH FORGIVENESS - from page 2 


He didn't go for it! Perhaps now he can see the unfairness of his 
own proposal. 

However, the challenge and temptation was too much for Arnold 
Hardin, editor of The Persuader. Arnold responded with a simple 
article setting forth the meaning of "righteousness". He pointed 
out that scripture speaks of four different kinds of righteousness 
and that the NT deals primarily with two "kinds"; 1) a righteousness 
through perfect obedience to law (which was impossible) and 2) a 
righteousness in the sense of being in a "right relationship" with 
God. The article was given to bro. Jesse Jenkins for review, who 
wrote the rebuttal article that appeared in the same issue. 

Concerning bro. Hardin's point that righteousness means being in 
a proper relationship with God, bro. Jenkins replied: 


Righteousness is indeed ‘being in a right relationship with 
God." But it is being in a right relationship with God be- 
cause one has been forgiven (Rom. 4:7). 


This became bro. Jenkins’ answer to every point made by bro. 
Hardin; that is, that the believing sinner is made righteous through 
forgiveness. He goes onto say, "It is not just a ‘declared’ right- 
eousness, though God does declare or pronounce it, IT IS AN 
ACTUAL RIGHTEOUSNESS because the forgiven one is without sin, 
thus righteous" (1 John 3:7) (my emph. rlk). Anyone who has spent 
time seriously studying this subject can see that by his use of 1 
John 3:7, bro. Jenkins is confusing two kinds of righteousness. 
When John said that he who does right is righteous, he was speaking 
to those who had already been "declared" righteous (justified) by 
faith, but whose moral lives are characterized as righteous by 
doing right things. John was talking to Christians. But Paul is 
very emphatic here in saying that we are not saved by "deeds of 
righteousness" (Titus 3:5), which deeds are those spokenof by John. 
This same kind of righteousness spoken of by John was the kind 
possessed by Zechariah and Elizabeth (Luke 1:5,6), who lived 
during that period of time of which Paul said, ‘There is none right- 
eous, no not one" (Rom. 3:10). But this is just a typical example 
of how brethren distort the teaching of imputed righteousness. 
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However, bro. Jenkins is right in saying that when God dec)ares 
the sinner to be righteous that he is ACTUALLY righteous. But 
here again is an area of possible confusion. Is the sinner righteous 
in the sense of inner, moral goodness, or is it a divine disposition 
of mind? Does some change take place in the character of the 
believer, or does the change take place in heaven? 


The believer is actually righteous only in the sense that when a 
gift is given, the one to whom it is given ACTUALLY possesses it! 
So if God gives the believer the gift of righteousness, he actually 
possesses it. But this is afar cry from saying that the believing 
sinner has a righteousness "in - and - of -himself.’' Nothing takes 
place in the heart of the sinner when he is forgiven, but only in the 
mind of Godin heaven. The sinner cannot be anything different in 
himself after forgiveness than he was before. To say that he has a 
righteousness of his own, i.e., “of himself’, would be the working 
of a miracle. It would mean that God MADE him righteous by a 
literal transference of a moral attribute. This is righteousness by 
"infusion" rather than by imputation. Rather than our 'grace/unity' 
brethren teaching a "transferred" righteousness, the law/righteous 
brethren actually teach the literalness of it. 


Those who say that believing sinners are actually righteous be- 
cause they have been forgiven—meaning that they have a righteous- 
ness of themselves—fail to understand the nature of forgiveness. 
First of all it would be difficult to make a clear distinction between 
forgiveness, righteousness, and/or Justification. They all occur 
simultaneously in the mind of God. One who is forgiven is righteous 
and also justified. Also, all of these are to be understood in the 
eschatological sense; that is, all of them are to be literally fulfilled 
at the consumation, the "end time.*’ Neither forgiveness, eternal 
life, glorification, justification, righteousness, nor anything else 
that God has promised can become a reality in this earthly life. 
We have them now by faith. If by faith, then, not in actuality or 
reajity while the world stands because reality puts away faith. They 
become actual only when the corruptible puts on incorruption. 
We do not have eternal life in the sense of reality, but we have it 
by promise through faith. We are not yet glorified in actuajity, nor 
are we truly righteous, for, whether we like it or not, we are the 
corruptible waiting for the resurrection to incorruption. (f for- 
giveness purifies the soul in the absolute sense, who and/or what 
is this "corruptible"?) We are forgiven eschatologically because 
the punishment reserved for sinners is yet to come, for forgiveness 
is to be removed from punishment. Everything that God has pro- 
mised through faith in Christ is not yet a reality, and this includes 
forgiveness. Therefore, no one can be truly righteous until for- 
giveness becomes a reajity at the consumation. Since forgiveness 
actualizes at the resurrection so does righteousness, and so does 
justification because only then can it be truly said of the "new man" 
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that he is "not guilty."’ But during the earthly interim we have no 
real, literal righteousness (of ourselves). God declares us to be 
in the "class" of the righteous. You might say that we are “ear- 
marked" for the distinction of righteousness at the last day. With 
this understanding it should be easy to see that righteousness must 
be imputed (counted the same as, or classified as) to believers. 
Where true righteousness exists it is not necessary for God to 
impute it, the believer would have it by right. But as it is now "by 
faith’ or "through faith", the reality of true righteousness is yet 
to come. 


It disturbs bro. Mc., Jenkins, and others, for us to say that God 
declares the believing sinner to be righteous when he is not really 
righteous; for how can He declare a sinner to be something that he 
is not?—they ask. But it doesn't bother them to talk about God 
"justifying" the sinner even though the meaning of justification is 
“not guilty''. Could we not just as well ask how can God say thata 
sinner is not guilty when in fact HE IS guilty? The very fact that 
he is a sinner attests to his guilt. Shouldn't this be just as disturb- 
ing as the other ? What it all means, of course, is that God imputes 
the status of "non-guilt'’ upon those who believe. It doesn't mean 
that he is not guilty of having committed sin, but that he is to be 
regarded "as if'’ he had never committed it. Righteousness and 
justification are from the same Greek word, so when we talk about 
one we're taiking about the other. This means that righteousness 
means "not guilty'' and what Paul had in mind when he said in Ro- 
mans 4, 'dlessed is the man against whom the Lord will not reckon 
his sin." Stated in the positive it says, "blessed is the man to 
whom the Lord imputes righteousness", because to not impute sin 
is to leave only the condition of righteousness. So it shouldn't dis- 
turb anyone that the Lord can pronounce a sinner not guilty when he 
is guilty, or when he declares him to be righteous when he is not 
really so, for such is the nature of imputation. It is the imposition 
of a “status."’ In neither case does God literally "transfer" any kind 
of moral attribute to ''make" the sinner something he is not. 


Bro. Mc. says show me the passage that says that the righteous- 
ness of Christ is imputed to sinners. It seems that he will not 
accept anything short of those exact words. It would be great if he 
and others would be this demanding on other matters which they 
declare "essential" to salvation, such as a clear statement that it 
iS a Sin to have kitchens in the basements, or wrong to support the 
Herald of Truth, orphan's homes, etc. How is it that these brethren 
are so adept in locating ‘‘patterns"—~which no one else knew existed, 
and where no one else thought to look {and then declare everyone as 
"unsound" who fail to see the same)—yet who seem to have difficulty 
arriving at a general truth derived from other positively stated 
truths? Note some of these passages: 
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And this is the name by which he wil! be called: 'The Lord 
is our Righteousness' (Jer. 23:6). 


",..- not having a righteousness of my own, based on law, 


but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness 
from God that depends on faith (Phil. 3:8, 9). 


From this we may conclude that our righteousness came down from 
heaven in the form of Christ, God's Son, and in Him, 


He is the source of your life in Christ Jesus, whom God 
made our wisdom, our righteousness and sanctification 
and redemption (1 Cor. 1:30). 


The key to understanding the imputed righteousness of Christ is 
that to be "in Christ" is to share all that he is and has, "For by one 
Spirit we were all baptized into one body... Now you are the body of 
Christ and individually members of it" (i Cor. 12:13, 27). 


But he who is united to the Lord becomes one spirit with 
him (1 Cor. 6:17). 


For you have died, and your life is hid with Christ in God 
(Col. 3:3). 


When Christ who is our life appears, then you also will 
appear with him in glory (Col. 3:4). 


For he is our peace, who has made us both one..." 
(Eph. 2:14). 


lor our sake he made him to be sin who }knew no sin, so 


that in him we might become the righteousness of God 
(1 Cor. 5:21). 


To be “in Christ" is to possess HIS righteousness. We "become 
the righteousness of God" because of our identity with him who is 
truly righteous. In the same way to be in Christ is to possess his 
life, not our own life. All that the Savior is, we can claim as our 
own because "I have been crucified with Christ; it is no longer I 
who live, but Christ who lives in me..." Gal. 2:20). Note that 
Christ is our wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, redemption, 
life, and our peace. They are ours because they have been imputed 
to us by virtue of being in his spiritual body by faith. 


Did Christ keep the law on our behalf? "For as by one man's 
disobedience many were made sinners, so by one man's obedience 
many will be made righteous" (Rom. 5:19). The cross was not an 
arbitrary actin the mind of God. It was legally essential for the 
redemption of mankind. ‘For God has done what the law, weakened 
by the flesh, could not do: sending his own Son in the likeness of 
sinful flesh and for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh, in order 
that the JUST REQUIREMENT of the law might be fulfilled IN US 
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who walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit" 
(Rom. 8:3,4). The "just requirement” of the law was the demand 
for a perfect life. For mankind this was not possible. Christ did 
for us what we could not do for ourselves, to*live perfect. Then 
by virtue of being in his spiritual] body this just requirement, this 
perfect life demanded by the law was fulfilled "in us" because he 
was perfect. The law was not fulfilled "BY'' us, but "IN" us, be- 
cause his perfection became our perfection. 


Can anyone study these scriptures and conclude that we are saved 
by OUR OWN righteousness through forgiveness? Note that Christ 
is the center of all the passages quoted above. Those who claim a 
righteousness through forgiveness centers the emphasis in himself. 
"Righteousness through forgiveness" is a strange doctrine, nowhere 
found in scripture. It is a pure invention of man, devised to uphold 
a traditional teaching which tends to enslave the mind. As long as 
brethren live under the concept of a '’personal righteousness” as a 
requirement for salvation, rather than to rely upon the perfection 
of Christ, our church "rulers"! can wield power over the mind using 
the element of fear. It is only necessary to remind the "faithful" of 
their imperfections and the terrible consequences of dying in such a 
state. This instills a fear and an uncertainty into their souls and it 
keeps them returning week after week for their immunity injection. 
They are too afraid to think for themselves. Those who are ruling 
the church are really those who practice 'mind control.” 


But when one comes to understand salvation by grace he learns to 
trust in the perfection of Christ rather than his own. He for 
the first time learns just how good and how great God really is, 
and he/she serves Him out of gratitude while understanding that 
God does not impute sin to those who are "in Christ," but that he 
bestows upon them the "free gift of righteousness"’ (Rom. 5:17). 
Only when these things are understood can fear be removed and the 
Christian life be really enjoyed. 





= = = tl 
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SUBSCRIPTION INCREASE 


Well, it had to come sooner or later. We've got to raise the sub- 
scription price. Inflation has run so far away from $3. 00 per year 
we feel like we're insulting the reader with such a low price... and 
sort of indicates that we don't think too highly of it ourselves. The 
main reason of course is that we need the money. So beginning in 
May 1984 the subscription cost for one year will be raised to $5.00. 
And it is still a bargain compared to the cost of other publications. 
Incidentally, even with the raise, it still will not cover the cost of 
printing and mailing. We depend on donations mainly to carry us 
through. Thanks for your support. - Editor 
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From Four State Gospel News, November 1983 


Courts, Lawsuits And The Church 


Nolan Keanedy 

A few weeks ago, the Supreme Court of the 
United States left intact an Oklahoma Supreme 
Court ruling that‘the Coitinsville Church of Christ 
could be sued by a member from wbom they had 
withdrawn fellowship, The matter is now back in 
the hands of the State Court. 

The decision by both Supreme Courts must de re. 
ceived with distaste. Tbe Supreme Court of the 
United States passed up an excellent opportunity to 
enforce the doctrine of church and state separa- 
tioo. Instead of returning the case to the lower 
cousts, it Should have denied the validity of the case 
on the grounds that the government (court system) 
has no jurisdiction in church matters. It is entirely 
passible that it wil] eventually have to act oo the 
case again. 

The problem with this case is two-fold: 1) the ig- 
norance of the world about church matters and 2) 
many Ctristians' concepts of church discipline. 

Men and wormen, ignorant of God's Word, have 
no right to judge in matters dealing with spiritual- 


ity. Persons cootrolled by the baser elements of 
this world can not appreciate nor understand the 
higher standards of the church. When ignorance 
about salvation, church organization and worship 
is so prevatent, how can others know how to judge 
in respect to church discipline? It is a faultin breth- 
ren to resort to the courts of the Jand to settle dis- 
putes over church matters (1 Cor. 6:1-13). 

The church has been complacent about the im- 
pact our government, through laws and court 
rulings, has on its existence Slowly but surely the 
religious freedosns guaranteed by our Coostitution 
are being eroded. The right (7?) of a state court to 
sule on church discipline is only an example of 
what is happening. It is time to wake up to the facts 
and see that our government does not believe in nor 
practice the doctrine of churckt and state separa- 
tion. It is continually crossing the line. If this is al- 
lowed to continue, the church will have great dif- 
ficulty in maintaining authority to govern itself. 

—P_O. Box 238, 
Grove, OK. 74344 


EDITORIAL COMMENT 

If I understand this case correctly it involved a divorced woman 
(a church member) who was disfellowshipped by the Collinsville 
church. The problem was not that she was disfellowshipped, even 
though I'm sure it was a problem to her, but the fact that the elders 
saw fit to disseminate the news of her disfellowship far and wide, 
causing her "great mental anguish and the loss of reputation." She 
felt that her civil rights had been violated and she sued "... the 
church, its elders, and a former minister by a woman from whom 
the church had withdrawn fellowship" (Carolina Christian, Nov. 83). 


What we have here is a simple case of a group of elders over- 
stepping the bounds of their supposed "authority" and infringing on 
the rights of the ''state'' to protect its citizens. Like Paul, she 
"appealed to Caesar." The Courts ruled in her favor and we believe 
the ruling was correct, even though unfortunate. It is naive to 
imply that the state doesn't understand the difference between 
church rights and state rights. What is not understood is how a 
church can brand one of its members and cast her to the wolves. 
The state in this case has done what the church should have done, 
i.e., protect one of their own. We mentioned in a previous editorial 
that Christians today would still be killing one another if the state 
had not made laws forbidding it! This case shows us that the spirit 
of the stake -burning days hasn't changed, only the methods of 
cestruction- Today they kill the reputation. 


First of all, the elders of the Collinsville church do not have 
"authority" of any kind, except what may be invested in them by the 
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members of that church. They have none from God, since Christ 
has received ALL authority in heaven and on earth, and he himself 
has forbidden any of his people to exercise "lordship" over the 
others in his kingdom. Evenif they had the kind of authority that 
they envision there is still no scriptural precedent for this kind of 
discipline, i.e., spreading the word to surrounding churches. If 
so, then that same scriptural authority would demand that they 
notify the entire church, worldwide; otherwise, they act only upon 
their own human authority. These elders acted outside of their 
jurisdiction and ran afoul of the state. Our Courts simply will not 
allow such a callous disregard for human dignity (and neither should 
the church) and we should be thankful that we have such protection. 
Rather than the Supreme Court missing the opportunity to enforce 
the separation of church and state, the church missed an excellent 
opportunity to stay out of state business. The church will simply 
have to learn where the line must be drawn, how far it can go in 
inflicting discipline upon its members. There is certainly a polnt 
where the line is crossed. 


Note that according to Nolan Kennedy, ‘Persons controlled by the 
baser elements of this world can not appreciate nor understand the 
higher standards of the church." Higher standards, indeed! If 
branding a sister before the whole community represents the 
church's "higher standard", Lord spare us from the "lower". We 
couldn't survive it! 


In the first place, since many of our Court personnel are made 
up of Christians, I would hesitate to refer to them as "'the baser 
elements". Secondly, the lack of love and concern for a child of 
God, exhibited by the Collinsville elders, represents only the 
standard of that church, and not the church universal. The Bible 
does not teach this kind of discipline and those who practice it do 
not have the "mind of Christ." 


The church itself is much to blame for today's government inter- 
ference into church affairs. It is unfortunate that a case such as 
this should be made a test case before the Supreme Court. The 
ruling by the Court now becomes a "precedent" and will have an 
effect on all future cases of this nature. The government has shown 
over and over that when organizations, states, or churches fail to 
"police" themselves, the Courts will doit for them. Our religious 
freedoms are being eroded but it is not because the Courts do not 
understand the difference between church and state but because of 
abuses in such things as taxes, church discipline, use of church 
property, and religious education. When we "clean up our act" the 
government interference will cease. Otherwise, we can expect even 
more interference. There are some things that ‘belong to Caesar” 
and some things that belong to God. We must learn the difference. 


(turn to back cover) 
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Edited by: 
Bruce Edeeards, Ga. 


CROSS 1710 Clough Street, #118 
REFERENCES Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


Your article, ‘Restoration versus Desperation," in the Ensign of 
Sept. '83 was right on target. I too believe that we are not much 


more than a decade away from witnessing the collapse of a religious 
structure built on numerous false hermeneutical assumptions. 


From my teens I was assiduously schooled in all the intracacies 
of Church of Christism, and at an early age let loose upon the world 
as a zealous proponent of this pugnacious sect. Numerous exper- 
jences over the next eight years gradually cooled my zeal, and 
caused me to ask some searching questions about my religious 
tradition. Among these was the blind dogmatism and cold-blooded 
spirit demonstrated by the writers of Truth Magazine beginning 
with the Edward Fudge/Gospel Guardian affair. This introduced a 
new set of "issues" which are being “discussed” in the same 
vicious, and now it seems, desperate spirit. More significantly, I 
gradually realized that these events and issues were revealing the 
true nature of my religious fellowship. It was being judged by the 
gospel and found wanting! 


Law had replaced gospel, works had replaced grace, personal 
obedience replaced the righteousness of Christ, and the works of 
the flesh had crowded out the fruit of the Spirit. The words of Jude 
took on a fresh application for me. "The men who divide you follow 
mere natural instincts and do not have the Spirit."" I became con- 
vinced that despite our lofty exclusivistic claims, we were still 
worldly, since strife and quarreling abounded among us. Our 
actions were more like mere unregenerate men. Our faith rested 
more on men's wisdom than God's power. It seemed we were 
preaching everything but Christ and him crucified! 


The more I read of Restoration history, the more I saw how far 
contemporary Churches of Christ had drifted from their own roots. 


16 


Ironically they have become the religious incarnation of what their 
spiritual ancestors most deplored in the religious. sects of their 
day. 


The very tenets of the Restorationist approach to Christianity 
are suspect. The NT is a multifaceted witness to the gospel, the 
doing and dying of Christ for a totally helpless and lost human race. 
No portion of it was consciously written to serve as a "pattern" for 
church worship and work, in the sense that restorationists use it. 
NT Christianity is not a static institutionalized religious form—it 
is a living dynamic witness to the Christ event! The NT Church 
exists wherever God's work for men in Christ is proclaimed and 
celebrated in daily life. Men can never restore the Church. Rest- 
oration is God's work in men wherever the gospel is preached. 
There never has been a "golden age" in Church history which is to 
serve as a model in the absolute sense for all succeeding genera- 
tions. Even the NT demonstrates a remarkable variety of ways in 
which the Christ event is explained. Every generation faces the 
same challenge. We can either rise to it, or hide in fear behind 
our religious traditions. - name withheld 


BOOK REVIEW - By Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


COMING TO ONESELF: 
WALKER PERRY'S "LOST IN THE COSMOS" 


(Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1983; 262 pp., $14. 95) 


When a critically-acclaimed contemporary novelist publishes a 
new book about the meaning of life, one can expect immediate 
attention, as well as profound curiosity, from the secular media. 
And Walker Percy's new volume, Lost in the Cosmos, has earned 
just that; the irony of this media storm is that so few of the church— 
especially among evangelical believers —have probably heard of 
Percy, who writes from an unabashed Christian position. 


That is Percy's curse, but it is also his blessing. Because his 
"ministry" is to the secular world—those who would not be caught 
dead in a church building and whose reading habits by definition 
exclude the Four Spiritual Laws —he is freed from the burden that 
too many Christian writers bear; the temptation to present the 
gospel as a series of commonplaces and platitudes familiar to 
church folk, and therefore camouflaged to the surrounding culture. 
Percy speaks the language of the world —a writer striving to be all 
things to all men—in order to make the Christian message available 
to those who otherwise would never consider it. In his own words: 

How does the Christian novelist set about writing, having 
cast his lot with a discredited Christendom and having 
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inherited a defunct vocabulary ? He does the only thing he 
can do. Like Joyce's Stephen Dedalus, he calls on every 
ounce of cunning, craft and guilt he can muster from the 
darker regions of his soul. The fictional use of violence, 
shock, insult, the bizarre, are the everyday tools of his 
trade. 


Percy is here speaking very specifically about the predicament of 
the contemporary fiction writer who has Christian convictions, but 
his words apply equally well to his own non-fiction writings. A 
writer like Percy offers the church the best of both worlds: a re- 
spected communicator who refuses to play to the crowd, tickling 
their ears, and an "apostle to the skeptics," who creates new means 
of translating the faith in contemporary society. 


This is not to say that Percy's means of expression or the modes 
of thinking are palatable to all Christians. Percy's novels often 
explore, in graphic and explicit detail, the ambiguous or scandalous 
social and sexual issues which Christian writers have tended to 
ignore or deplore. But Percy, like his contemporaries Frederick 
Buechner and the late Flannery O'Connor, writes not to the con- 
verted and the faithful but to the lapsed and the wayward, the for- 
saken and the profane. Thus the audience for Lost in the Cosmos 
includes those bookstore scavengers looking for a quick fix in their 
search for purpose and direction, picking up now a Leo Bascaglia 
paperback, now a Wayne Dyer manual, as well as those who wor- 
ship science and serve a high. priest like Carl Sagan (whose book, 
Cosmos, is explicitly satirized in Percy's new work). 


Who is Walker Percy? He is a medical doctor who has never 
practiced. A self-taught language theorist. A Southern gentleman 
from Louisiana. Anda believer who came to faith while recovering 
from tuberculosis in a New York sanitorium in the early 1950's. 
Percy credits his voracious reading of Soren Kierkegaard for his 
conversion —or as Kierkegaard himself would have phrases it, his 
“coming to himself" during his long months of hospitalization. 
Percy has previously published five novels: The Moviegoer (winner 
of the 1962 National Book Award), The Last Gentleman (1966), Love 
in the Ruins (1969), Lancelot (1977), and The Second Coming (19890); 
and one book of non-fiction, The Message in the Bottle (an ambitious 
and adventurous 1975 collection of essays which explore everything 
from the language skills of Helen Keller to the task of the Christian 
novelist ina secularized culture). 


The basic theme which runs through all of Percy's work is that 
20th-Century man is alienated from God, disoriented by his own 
culture, and consequently made a stranger to himself. Modern 
man is peculiarly lost, not-at-home in a universe which is trans- 
parently full of design and significance. This theme is echoed and 
brought to its climax in Percy's new work, Lost in the Cosmos, 
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wherein Percy notes wryly, ‘The modern objective consciousness 
will go to any length to prove that it is not unique in the Cosmos, 
and by this very effort establishes its own uniqueness. Namie 
another entity in the Cosmos which tries to prove it is not unique." 
Percy locates man's uniqueness especially in his capacity for using 
language and manipulating symbols; these features above all else 
distinguish man from the rest of creation. Percy is a master of 
both. 


Technically, Lost in the Cosmos (LITC) should be classified as 
“non-fiction,'’ but that hardly conveys the playfulness, the humor, 
and the inventiveness with which Percy carries it off. It is at once 
a socratic dialogue with the reader, the ultimate national self- 
analysis quiz, a parody of "in-depth, sensitive" interviewers like 
Phil Donahue, and a spirited defense of Christian faith as the only 
possible answer to the riddle of human significance. LITC's sub- 
title, ‘The Last Self~Help Book," underscores the central irony of 
contemporary life as Percy sees it: our widespread sense that 
mankind has no destiny, certainly no past, and therefore no place 
in the present: "As time goes on... the gap between our knowledge 
of the Cosmos and our knowledge of ourselves widens and we be- 
come even more alien tothe very Cosmos we understand, and our 
predicament even more extreme." Our attempts to explain our- 
selves to ourselves only succeed in making us more distant from 
each other and less sensitive to what it means to be truly human. 


In LITC, Percy relentlessly exposes the emptiness of 20th- 
Century "experiments" designed to uncover a more "enlightened" 
explanation of man's identity to replace the Biblical one. To this 
end, he takes the reader quasi-psychologically through a ''survey of 
selves": the cosmological self, the Brahmin-Buddhist self, the 
standard American-Jeffersonian high-school-commencement Rep- 
ublican-and-Democratic platform self, the totalitarian self and so 
on, demonstrating the futility and fruitlessness of the task. By 
turns hilarious, sardonic, poignant, and incisive, Percy under- 
mines the reader's philosophical equilibrium while preparing him 
for his dramatic conclusion. ‘In the end," Percy proposes, it is 
the Judeo-Christian faith, "this preposterous remedy, it and no 
other, which is specified by the preposterous predicament of the 
human self as its sole remedy." Percy scoffs at the supposed 
superiority of "'scientific"' analysis of man and rehabilitates the 
Christian claim that God himself has come to redeem mankind and 
remind it of its origin and purpose: "If you're a big enough fool to 
Climb a tree and like a cat refuse to come down, then someone who 
loves you has to make as big a fool of himself to rescue you." 


Percy writes in broad strokes, confidently and convincingly, 
fully aware of what it means for a man to "come to himself," to see 
himself as he is, understanding his origin and destiny. Lost in the 
Cosmos takes on the heroes and values of a post-Christian society, 
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stripping them of their pretense of importance and dominance, even 
when these same heroes and values surface in the church, baptized 
in "sacred" terminology. The world will certainly come to Walker 
Percy to hear what he has to say. One can hope that some Christ- 
jians will too. 


COURTS, LAWSUITS - from page 15 


Unless we say so specifically some will conclude that we condone 
sin. We don't, believe it or not. If this woman was divorced for 
reasons other than what is sanctioned by scripture, then she is 
guilty of sin and she should repent. If and when she repents, the 
elders of the church in Collinsville should receive her and ac- 
cept her repentance just as God does. They have no right to regard 
her sin as unforgiveable. If she has remarried, then she is mar- 
ried, her first one being terminated by divorce. There is no such 
thing as her “living in adultery" because she is only married to the 
one she is currently married to. It is sad enough and unfortunate 
that God's people mess up their marriages without a group of 
elders making their lives more miserable by disfellowship. The 
sin of divorce and remarriage is a forgiveable sin where there is 
true repentance. 
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EDITORIAL REBUTTAL 
"INTOLERANCE - THE ANCIENT ENEMY" 


by Dan Rogers 


At the risk of being charged by you with doing "the devil's work" 
by manifesting "the ancient spirit of intolerance,'' I wish to public- 
ally respond to some erroneous ideas which you expressed with 
regard to the matters of the Crossroads issue, division, and intol- 
erance in your editorial, 'Intolerance— The Ancient Enemy,'' which 
appeared in the November, 1983 issue of Ensign. 


First of all, I want to notice your statement that, "At best the 
‘Crossroads Movement' (or its philosophy) issue is only a matter 
of opinion, one dealing with methods rather than doctrinal or theo- 
logical. '' Your quotation of brother Neal Pryor of Harding Univer- 
sity in support of this view not withstanding. I emphatically deny 
that it is "at best...only a matter of opinion!'’ Quite the contrary, 
the ''Crossroads Movement" is a matter of false doctrine and 
practices which are bein® set forth by the Crossroads brethren, 
their satellites, their apologists, and their sympathizers. Such 
things as are taught and practiced by the Crossroads Movement 
concerning lordship baptism, prayer-partmers, and women leading 
prayers in the presence of men, to mention only a few of the things 
that could be mentioned, do not fall into the realm of opinion, but 
are pure and simple false doctrines and practices which are being 
set forth by false teachers who "goeth onward and abideth not in 
the teaching of Christ" (2 John 9)! 


Secondly, in your editorial you contend that the reason that there 
are ''so many divisions within the Church of Christ” is because of 
"the lack of love among brethren,’ going so far as to say that 
'",.- all of our past divisions have been caused by unloving attitudes 
among brethren.'' Granted, as children of God and thus brethren 
one to another, we do not always love one another as we should. 
No doubt, God recognizing this to be an ever present problem con- 
fronting his children, this explains why he so often admonishes us 
through his word to love one another (as for example Romans 12:10; 
13:8; Heb. 13:1; and repeatedly in the book of 1 John). However, 
although I could agree that a primary factor for "so many divisions 
within the Church of Christ" is a "lack of love,’' I deny that it is a 
lack of love in the sense that you meanit. Indeed, rather than it 
being a matter of a lack of love among brethren for each other, I 
submit that it is a matter of brethren who "received not the love of 
the truth" (2 Thess. 2:10), and who thus will not "endure sound 
doctrine, '' but instead "turn away their ears from the truth, and 
turn aside unto fables" (2 Tim. 2:3-4), leaving and rejecting God's 
commandments in order that they might hold to and keep the tradi- 
fions of men (Mark 7:8-9). turn to page 28 ) 
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| ABOUT OPINIONS 





W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


More than three hundred years before Jesus of Nazareth graced 
this footstool of God, called earth, Aristotle wrote the book called 
Nichomachean Ethics. Although he was the tutor of Alexander the 
Great, he dedicated the book to his own son, whom he named 
Nichomachus. I want to lift a quote from it. "Some men are just 
as sure of the truth of their opinions as are others of what they 
know.” That statement is as correct in our A.D. world as it was 
in the B.C. world of the ancient Athenians. Most of the problems 
of the people of God are caused by those who cling to, defend and 
press their opinions with the same degree of tenacity as a Missouri 
mule. The term "stubbornness" may be substituted for tenacity 
if preferred. 


Opinion is defined as a judgment or belief formed without certain 
evidence, belief stronger than impression, less strong than positive 
knowledge."’ There are some fly-by-night reasoners who get red 
in the face, and whose blood pressure rises at the very thought that 
they held an opinion. They see no ground for forming one. God's 
word means what it says and says what it means. Ofcourse, that 
is not the question. The problem is whether they understand what 
it says, or inject a little bit of their prejudice into its interpreta- 
tion. How does it come that every honest person does not agree 
upon the very first reading. The question is not with the infallible 
word of God but with fallible judgment. 


Occasionally, someone from far "back in the woods" will issue 
the profound statement that the Bible does not need to be interpret- 
ed, all it needs is to be obeyed. But it is apparent that he is chop- 
ping with a dull hatchet. What he wants is for everyone to do 
everything exactly as he sees it. But that would set the cause of 
Christ back to the Dark Ages. God gave no plan demanding that 
when we enter ‘a place of worship" that we should unscrew our 
heads and deposit them under the back seat. It is the give-and-take 
of dialogue which has brought us as far as we have come. And we 
have a lot farther to go. 


Every document regardless of origin and content must be inter- 
preted. And those who read it will make certain deductions related 
to it. Those deductions may be justified or they may not be. It 
depends upon how much of myself and others I inject into them. 
They are not like positive truth. I must cling to it if I am burned 
at the stake. My opinions are not that sacred. They are subject to 
change with increasing knowledge. Faith is public. Opinions are 
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private. They shaild be held as such. I can never entertain the 
thought of binding them upon anyone else. 


It is no sin to reach an opinion which differs from mine. It is not 
a sin to express it. It may become boresome if one keeps repeating 
it like a harpist playing a harp with a single string. It is also an 
indication of limited knowledge. If one knew anything more he 
would almost certainly get on it sometime, even if by accident. But 
the wrong comes when you arbitrarily bind it upon me, contrary to 
my conviction, which is as sacred to me as yours is to you. 


Let's take an example. As one reads the word of God, he con- 
cludes that it teaches that Jesus will return before the millennium, 
set up a kingdom with an earthly city as its base, and from it rule 
all nations with a rod of iron. Another reading the same passages, 
but conditioned by a different set of beliefs from childhood reaches 
the exact opposite position. A third, knowing that this exists in the 
realm of prophecy, tends to spiritualize rather than literalize. He 
thinks the millennium is in existence now. He may choose various 
times in history when he postulates that Satan was bound and was 
restricted from deceiving the nations as well. 


Which is correct? What must I believe? The beauty of it is that 
my hope of heaven does not depend upon either. My hope is built 
on nothing less than Jesus‘ blood and righteousness. Millions of 
people believed in Jesus and thousands died for him before John 
wrote one word about "the thousand years.’' Those who were de- 
capitated and burned at the stake for his name's sake, and never 
saw a copy of the Revelation letter will reign with him in white, the 
same as those who have formed all sorts of mental images, and 
can give a blow-by-blow description of Armageddon and the last 
great day. One can believe in Jesus and not even be able to spell 
millennium. 


Opinions are our brainchildren. We love them like we do our 
physical children. Our neighbors may not share our love for 
either. They may regard the first as crackpot ideas and the second 
as spoiled brats. Nothing can make you more unpopular than to be 
continually pushing your opinions or the snapshots of your children. 
We love them because we conceived them, but others feel they have 
better things to do with their time than to look at or listed to our 
conceptions. Both should be kept home, preferably hidden in the 
closet, for the good of the church and the peace of the neighborhood. 


I recall an old brother who had dredged up a fantastic notion from 
the scripture and felt called of God to unload it upon everyone he 
met. Regardless of the theme being discussed by a group of men 
he would inject himself into it by saying "That reminds me." With 
that elaborate introduction he was off and running. He was as 
popular as a hornet in a Ladies’ Aid Meeting. And he could disperse 
a crowd as suddenly as an unexpected hailstorm. Finally he died. 
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Everyone missed him but there seemed to be a sigh of relief. On 
the way home from the cemetery one brother suggested an epitaph 
for his marker. It would read simply, "Look out, angels!" It was 


just another case of where one was more taken with his speculations 
than his neighbors were. 


Voltaire said in a letter written January 5, 1759, ‘Opinion has 
caused more trouble on this little earth than plagues or earth- 
quakes."' He should have known. He was as full of them as a sled 
dog is of fleas. John Locke, in his Essay on Human Understanding, 
1690, wrote: "New opinions are always suspected, and usually 
opposed, without any other reason but because they are not already 
common."' While we do not covet opposition to what we should 
suggest, we should expect it. One who puts forth an opinion should 
be sure he has plenty of time. After three or four years it may 


begin to bear fruit. [If pushed it will generate opposition and ill- 
feeling. 


Alexander Campbell wrote in 1835: "Men cannot give up their 
Opinions, and, therefore can never unite, says one. We do not ask 
them to give them up, we ask them only not to impose them upon 
others. Let them hold their opinions, but let them hold them as 
private property. The faith is public property; opinions are, and 
always have been, private property. Men have foolishly attempted 
to make the deductions of some great men the common measure of 
all Christians. Hence, the deductions of a Luther, and a Calvin, 


and a Wesley, have been the rule and measure of all who coalesce 
under the names of these leaders." 


Mr. Campbell continues: "It is cruel to excommunicate a man 
because of the imbecility of his intellect. We have been censured 
loud and long for laying too much stress upon the assent of the 
understanding; but those who have most acrimoniously censured us, 
have laid much more stress upon the assent of the mind than we 
have ever done. We never did at any time, exclude a man from 
the kingdom of God for a mere imbecility of the intellect, or, in 


other words, because he could not assent to our opinions. All sects 
are doing, or have done this.” 


If we could but do as Mr. Campbell has said, and get others to do 
it, we not only would stifle all sectism of the future, but we would 
cure much of it in the present. It is the exaltation of matters of 
opinion, coupied with the perversity of disposition, which has re- 
sulted in most, if not all, of our present division. The answer lies 
in putting opinion in its proper place. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 
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Unity In The Loaf 
R.D. ICE 


Since there is one bread, we who are many are one body; 
| for we all partake of the one bread (1 Cor. 10:17, NAS). 


To Paul, the Lord's Supper celebrated a historical reality. This 
Holy Meal joined Christians together into a permanent event—God's 
act of love in giving His Son in death for the world and raising Him 
up to a new life. This Holy Meal had the closest possible link to 
their whole lives. By joining themselves in faith to Jesus, they 
showed their intent to share His act of love. They too would die to 
selfishness or merely personal interests and share themselves in 
loving service to one another and to the world. Paul sees the 
“broken loaf" uniting the Christian to Christ and to each other. The 
"one loaf''was shared as a means of their joining together as mem- 
bers in the very life of Christ. 


The Lord's Supper formed a climax to each week in the early 
church. It pointed to the common goal by being a pledge of their 
future union together at the Resurrection. It was a visible sign of 
their '‘family relationship" as they ate and drank "around the same 
table’ with Christ their brother. It brought out their responsibility 
to the world as they joined with Christ in His great action of love 
for the whole world (compare John 3:16). 


The church in the New Testament had a strength in outreach: 1) 
the security of a definite common goal in Christ, to which a person 
could commit himself; 2) a brotherhood which came to its climax 
in the Lord's Supper; 3) a new morality, not based on commands, 
but on deep reverence and service of one another—the great moti- 
vation for holiness; 4) the opportunity to make a deep impression 
on the world-—not by leaving it, but by dedication of self to work in 
the world (compare Matt. 5:16). Nothing so impresses the world 
as does a community of faith (church) which they see moving toward 
true brotherhood and unity (see John 17:21). 


122 Maple Avenue, Chardon, Ohio 44024 


LETTER 


I can't put it off any longer! I must send some money. By the 
grace and charity of some good soul I have been receiving the 
Ensign for several months. I find much inspiration, enlightenment, 
and encouragement to be a free man in Jesus Christ. = Missouri 
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Turn It Down! 


BUFF SCOTT, JR. 1003 Pilot Avenue, Cherokee, Iowa 51012 


Parents, are you aware that most youth in this generation will 
possibly go into adulthocd with serious hearing loss? And if I told 
you that audiology will be one of the ongoing vocations in the future, 
would you believe me ? 

For years medical authorities have been warning us that music 
played at high volume and listened to by our youth, is stowly but 
surely wrecking their sense of hearing. Once the loss is incurred, 
it is permanent. The auditory nerve, when damaged by excessively 
loud noises, cannot be corrected surgically. Hearing aid devices 
help, but they cannot restore the natural sense of hearing. 

These same medical authorities have been telling us that loud, 
rock music found at concerts, on cassette tapes, stereos and on 
radio is the principal culprit. They affirm that we need to redirect 
our children’s musical inclinations and pursuits. They recommend 
that we keep them from rock concerts and insist they turn the vol- 
ume down on cassette players, stereos and radios. Otherwise, 
they assert, within a few years we will be faced with a generation 
af half-deaf adults. 

But why do our youth insist on listening to ear-splitting music? 
First of all, they live in a drug-oriented society where "getting 
high" is the thing. And it is no secret that loud, rock music and 
the drug culture are tightly interwoven. They are bed partners, 
inseparable, and of the same family of social abuses. Rock bands, 
whether Satanic or "Christian", know what appeals to our youth and 
what "turns them on." If these same bands, while "in concert, "' 
turned their music down to a decent level, our youth would refuse 
to respond. Why ? Because thunderous, unintelligible music appeals 
to the animal (carnal) nature or base emotions. They are charged" 
by the music's loudness. So having their animal passions aroused 
they respond by gesturing and acting like animals. 

A matter which disturbs me greatly is that many of our Christian 
youth have been sucked into rock concerts of the ‘'Christian” 
variety. At these "Christian" rock concerts the paganistic beat is 
prevalent, sensationalism is widespread and unintelligible sounds 
are common. Animal emotions are addressed and set on fire. 
Intellects are left barren. These young people will bear the physi- 
cal and spiritual injuries of their exposure to these ‘Christian 
concerts" in later life. 

Our youth are living in a dangerows generation for it is locked 
and tuned in to all of the abuses associated with the drug and booze 
cultures. They need all of the help we can give them. Above all, 
we need to turn them away from those cultures that are dragging 
our nation’s “cream of the crop" down to the very depths of the 
gutter. 
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REBUTTAL - from page 22 


Thirdly, in your editorial you point out that division is now taking 
place "within the Church of Christ over the Crossroads issue," and 
that is true. However, I disagree with you as to who is the cause 
of that division. You lay the blame for it at the feet of those who 
oppose the false doctrines and practices of the Crossroads Move- 
ment, calling them such things as "peace disturbers" and "heretic 
hunters."’ But let me ask you a question: Just who is it that actually 
causes division, the ones who publically set forth false doctrines 
and practices, or the ones who publically oppose the false doctrines 
and practices that are being publically set forth? Although you try 
to lay the blame at the feet of those who are publically opposing the 
false doctrine and practices that are being publically set forth, we 
both know that the blame for causing division lies at the feet of 
those who are publically setting forth the false doctrines and prac- 
tices. Thus the blame for causing the division rests with those of 
the Crossroads Movement and not with those who oppose the false 
doctrines and practices of the Crossroads Movement. 

As such, your accusation against brother Rice and the others who 
oppose the Crossroads Mgvement reminds me of Ahab‘s reaction 
toward Elijah in 1 Kings 18:17 where, upon seeing Elijah he asked: 
"Is it thou, thou troubler of Israel?'' However, Elijah's response 
of the very next verse clearly shows where the trouble lies and who 
it is that are the "peace disturbers": ‘And he answered, I have not 
troubled Israel; but thou, and thy father's house, in that ye have 
forsaken the commandments of Jehovah..." As this response by 
Elijah so clearly points out, it is not those who oppose false doc- 
trine and practices who cause the trouble, but rather it is those 
who bring in and advocate the false doctrines and practices; that is, 
those who forsake the commandments of the Lord, who cause the 
trouble (division). 

Fourthly, I should like to point out to you that in upholding the 
Crossroads Movement in its false doctrines and practices, while 
condemning those who faithfully stand upon God's word in opposi- 
tion to the Crossroads Movement, you not only come under the 
"woe" of God for calling “evil good, and good evil" (Isaiah 5:20), 
but in upholding them in their false doctrines and practices you 
become a partaker with them in their "evil works," and thus stand 
condemned before God with them (2 John 9-11). 

Fifthly, I should like to point out that just here that the Cross- 
roads Movement is not the total picture of the division that is taking 
place within the body of Christ today. Indeed, it is only one facet 
or aspect of that developing division. The root of the problem with 
regard to today's developing division centers upon the liberal 
tendencies that are being manifested in many areas within the 
church today, as many brethren, perhaps even a majority of breth- 
ren, are no longer content to walk in "the old paths" (Jer. 6:16), 
but rather, "having itching ears" (2 Tim. 4:3), they "goeth onward 
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and abideth not in the teaching of Christ’ (2 John 9). 

In the sixth place, in your editorial you complain about "'congre- 
gations being labeled ‘Crossroads churches’ and ostracized, 
preachers and professors are fired, and individuals are being dis- 
fellowshipped—and all for the purpose of preserving our traditions." 
In stating what you do, I perceive that you are using the word 
“tradition” in the sense of Mark 7:6-9. However, I deny your appli- 
cation of "tradition" in this case. Yes, it is traditional all right, 
but it is not the "tradition of men" that those who oppose the Cross- 
roads Movement are standing for and upholding in this case. Rather 
it is the Lord's tradition which is being upheld (2 Thess. 2:15; 3-6). 
And indeed, although you may complain about the actions that are 
being taken against the false teachers of the Crossroads Movement. 
the fact remains that the Lord's tradition demands that such actions 
be taken against false teachers (Rom. 16:17; 2 Thess. 3:6, 14-15; 
Titus 3:10). 

Seventhly, it should be observed that, contrary to the thrust of 
your editorial, it is not "intolerance" on one's part when he stands 
for the truth in opposition to error and its propagators. Would you 
dare say that Jesus was intolerant of the scribes and Pharisees 
(Mark 7:6-13; Mat. 23:1ff)? Would you dare say that Paul was in- 
tolerant of Hymenaeus and Alexander (1 Tim. 1:20)? Would you 
dare say that John was intolerant of Diotrephes (3 John 9-10)? If 
standing for the truth in opposition to error and its proponents, as 
did Jesus, Paul and John, is intolerance, then I choose to cast my 
lot with Jesus, Pau] and John, and thus be counted as intolerant in 
the eyes of those who do not like to have their false doctrines and 
practices pointed out and opposed. 

Eightly, one final thing and I will bring this open letter to a close. 
As you Say in your editorial, ''where legalism abounds division is 
soon to follow.’ This is aptly demonstrated by the legalism (that 
is, binding where God has not bound) of the non-cooperative breth- 
ren and the one-container brethren. However, it is not legalism 
to stand upon the truthof God's word in opposition to false doctrines 
and practices of the Crossroads Movement, as well as other false 
teachers. 

But, let us also look at the other side of the coin. Just as ''where 
legalism abounds division is soon to follow, "so it is that where 
liberalism abounds division is soon to follow! This truth is aptly 
demonstrated by the insidious liberalism of the Crossroads Move- 
ment and the resultant division which is now taking place because 
of those brethren's loosing where God has not loosed. 

Yes, "the devil's work" is being done, but not by "those who 
oppose the Crossroads Movement. Rather, the devil's work is 
being done by those who set forth the false doctrines and practices 
of the Crossroads Movement, as well as by those, such as yourself, 
who uphold the Crossra@ds Movement in any way! 

P.O. Box 277, Bellevue, Texas 76228 
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Editorial Response  - to “FALSE DOCTRINES AND PRACTICES® 


It is becoming more and more difficult to keep up with brother 
Dan Rogers' side-switching. He switches back and forth between 
antis and liberals so rapidly that I‘m not sure which of his articles 
I should print next. I have twoon hand from him, one in which he 
defends the Ensign against charges made by an anti brother, and in 
this one he is accusing me of teaching (or at least aiding and abett- 
ing) false doctrine. It is not uncommon to see one of his articles 
in a conservative paper lambasting the "liberals" and at the same 
time an article ina “liberal" publication lambasting the antis. No 
one would accuse him of fence-straddling if he wrote from one side 
or the other, even if he switched occasionally, but when he writes 
on both sides at the same time that says more than I am willing to 
put a name to! 


Bro. Dan has made the same mistake that so many brethren have 
made in condemning the Crossroads Movement. He has formed his 
opinions upon hearsay evidence and upon what he has read in other 
publications. In fact, his main source of information seems to be 
Ira Rice's "Contending for the Faith" magazine. That's an ex- 
tremely shakey “source” of information, to put it mildly. Even 
Ira Rice admits that you can spend a lot of time at the Crossroads 
church without detecting anything wrong (he says you have to go to 
the field to find it). My thought on that surprising revelation is that 
if you can't find the problem at the source, then it would be best to 
forget it! The problem just might lie with the one doing the looking! 
Iam surprised that Dan would allow himself to be duped this way. 


What is this terrible sin, this "insidious liberalism" spoken of by 
Dan that makes Crossroads guilty of ‘false doctrine and practice”, 
a term that he uses no less than sixteen times in his essay. 


Such things as are taught and practiced by the Crossroads 
Movement concerning lordship baptism, prayer-partners, 
and women leading prayers in the presence of men, to 
mention only a few... 


And this, according to Dan, is NOT OPINION! If having prayer- 
partners is a matter of "doctrine", then there is more scripture to 
support it than there is against it. In fact, I know of no scripture 
that condemns prayer -partners in any form. But we do know of 
such scriptures as"...confess your sins one to another”, and "pray 
for one another”, plus many similar passages. Imagine if you can 
a Father forbidding his daughter to speak to Him in the presence of 
his sons! As for “lordship baptism", I have no idea what that is. 
Incidentally, Crossroads women do not pray aloud in the public 
worship assembly. 


It seems that bro. Dan should have included a few scriptures to 
substantiate his charges of "false doctrine and practice."’ They 
are conspiciously missing. In fact, scripture is glaringly missing 
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in every article that I have read condemning the Crossroads church. 
That brings me to the point of saying this: I am not a "Crossroads 
man", nor am I! a follower of any kind of ist or ism. In fact, I 
could name a few things myself that I think is wrong with the CR 
Movement, but it's only my opinion, and I think I can tell the dif- 
ference. I have remained just as neutral and as objective as any- 
one could remain while observing the development of the Crossroads 
movement. During that period I have accumulated a file at least an 
inch thick on the movement, sent to me by those who were opposed 
to Crossroads, andI have read it all. I have looked hard for those 
scriptures that would nail down the charge of "false doctrine and 
practice” (among worse charges) made against Crossroads... and 
I am still looking. They are simply not there! Reading these 
articles, one gets the feeling that the writer is chasing a monster 
that he is never quite able to catch and has to settle for lesser 
“ogres'' such as "prayer -partners", and such like. Article after 
article begins in the same way as does bro. Rogers’. A few of 
Crossroads’ methods are set forth with the grand assumption that 
they are "false doctrine", when they are nothing more than opinion, 
and the writer from that point on can speak of nothing else but false 
doctrine and practice. And Dan has the audacity to say that the 
problem is with brethren who "received not the love of the truth" 
and who will not ‘endure sound doctrine.'' Heaven help us! Then 
he says woe unto those who call evil good and good evil. Yea, rather 
"let us no more pass judgment on one another, but rather decide 
never to put a stumbling block or hindrance in the way of a brother" 
(Rom. 14:13), and, 'Do not let what is good to you be spoken of as 
evil’ (vs. 16). 

Here are some of those charges made against the Crossroads 
church, gleaned from my stack of condemning articles. 

1. They use the New International Version of the Bible. 

2. They use such phrases as "sharing your faith’ and "sharing 
your experiences." 

3. In their bulletin they write about "legalistic brethren'’ who 
emphasize "law-keeping rather than serving the Lord according to 
His will." 

4. They use "sectarian methods” for church growth, "even from 
the Assembly of God church in Korea." 

9. Their methods" do not fit into the on-going church programs. 

6. Emphasizes "evangelism" above other Christian duties in 
violation of Romans 12:3-8; 1 Cor. 12:12-31, and Eph. 4:11. 

7. “Christian faith is based on ‘hearing the word of God' (Rom. 
10:17), not hearing about one's personal life." 

8. They speak of themselves as "restoring churches" and others 
as "mainstream churches", thus creating two churches. 

9. They have cultic tendencies. 

10. They love only themselves. 

1l. They use "pressure tactics." 
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These things, according to Dan, do not fall into the realm of 
opinion and methods, and he calls on the great Apostle of Love to 
justify his condemnation of his own brethren by quoting 2 John 9, 
Any one who goes ahead and does not abide in the doctrine of Christ 
does not have God...'' (Maybe the man who prayed, "Lord, give us 
patience, NOW!" wasn't too far off after all. NOW is when we need 
it, having to deal with such a sectarian misuse of 2 John 9). 


Possibly if all of the "false doctrines" listed above were all true 
of Crossroads, then Dan, et. al., would have a point. For example: 
if they love only one another", that is surely unChristian and anti- 
scriptural; but how do they know that this is true of Crossroads? 
Can Crossroads be as evangelistic as they are and love only them- 
selves? 

How about "pressure tactics"? Is itwrong, per se? What some 
call pressure tactics may just be "avid persuasion" to others, the 
kind that Paul used because of "knowing the terror of the Lord" (I 
Cor. 2:11). Using the NIV, and using such phrases as "sharing your 
faith” and "sharing your experience"... .really, now, are these things 
matters of doctrine!? Yes, according to Rogers, they are not 
"abiding in the doctrine of Christ.’ (Tolerance is indeed a virtue!) 


Indulge me just one more, please. Number 8 above comes from 
Bill Jackson's essay in Contending for the Faith, and brings an 
interesting point—which I don't think he intended. It seems that if 
we speak of "restoring churches" and "mainstream churches" we 
have created TWO churches! That being true, then, bro. Jackson 
is acknowledging the fact that we have at least two dozen "'churches 
of Christ.'' We have the ‘one-cup” church, 'No-Sunday School” 
church, even a ''King James" church, and then a "liberal" church, 
"legalistic’' church, "'conservative" church, "anti" church, and now 
a "restoring" and a "mainstream" church, and on and on. [f bro. 
Jackson or bro. Rogers will tell us which one of these is THE 
TRUE CHURCH OF CHRIST, then we'll have an important issue 
settled. Many of our brethren are ready and willing to prove that 
our Church of Christ is THE true church, but they stop short of 
telling us which one —and bro. Jackson acknowledges that these 
various differences make separate churches. 


In that same essay, bro. Jackson believes he has found the ulti- 
mate fact that proves that Crossroads is apostate. He cites Gene 
West's documented evidence that the Crossroads movement has 
split one hundred and eleven congregations across the land since 
its beginning. That sounds pretty bad until you stop and think. 
There have been ten times that many splits in congregations where 
the Crossroads issue was nota factor. To whom or to what do we 
attribute these splits? What "philosophy" led to their downfall? 
Why are not these splits condemned by those who condemn the 
Crossroads philosophy ? 
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Even if it is true that the Crossroads philosophy has divided 
this many churches, “legalism” has divided its thousands! But 
active churches are not split by Crossroads brethren. Only those 
who have been lulled into sleep, who resent being awakened, are 
susceptibleto division. A busy church does not have time to stop 
and devise ways to divide the church. 


Bro. Rogers says that what Crossroads believes and practices 
is not opinion but doctrine. What he overlooks is that what he 
believes about it is HB opinion! It is his opinion that it is not 
opinion! What is opinion anyway? Opinion is what one believes 
about a subject, his understanding of it. What we understand about 
a doctrine is our opinion of what it means. But when brethren are 
uncertain about their understanding of a subject they will declare 
that what they are about to say is their "opinion", and this frees 
them to go ahead and teach their understanding of it. They feel on 
safe ground by declaring it opinion. So, really, the only difference 
between opinion and doctrine is the confidence of one's belief. If 
one is sure, then it’s doctrine. If one is not too sure, it's opinion. 
.-. but enough of this. 


Surely at this late date our people should be able to tell the dif- 
ference between opinion and doctrine. Even if a thing should fall 
under the heading of doctrine there is still the question of whether 
or not the understanding of it is a condition of salvation. If it is so 
determined, then it places the souls of all Christians in jeopardy, 
for it would require that all Christians have a perfect understanding 
of all doctrine. They could only hold opinions on things immaterial. 
This is what our people have been taught for so long that they live 
in constant dread of death and judgment. They go through life with 
a Cloud of gloom hanging over their heads and become suspicious of 
everyone who appears to enjoy their Christian life. How dare those 
Crossroads people enjoy themselves! ! 


Our previous editorial, "Intolerance, the Ancient Enemy" re- 
mains without a serious challenge. It is now more evident than 
before that Intolerance is a tool of the devil. Why is it that the 
only two really evangelistic groups within churches of Christ 
(World Bible School, headed by Jimmy Lovell, and Crossroads) 
are so viciously condemned by “loving"' brethren? The answer is: 
Satan and the spirit of intolerance! 


My advice to these brethren concerning Crossroads is the same 
as given by Gamaliel to the Sanhedrin, "...I tell you, keep away 
from these men and let them alone; for if this plan or this under- 
taking is of men, it will fail; but if it is of God, you will not be able 
to overthrow them. You might even be found opposing God!" (Acts 
5:38, 39). a 
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What Think Ye of the Church of Christ? 
Sh James Mherl 


In Matthew 22:42 Jesus asked the Pharisees, 'What think ye of 
Christ?"’ This was the question of the first century. It was the 
question asked of aliens to determine their response to the preach- 
ing of the gospel. To believers it became the Christological test af 
fellowship. John wrote, "Belaved, do not believe every spirit, but 
test the spirits, whether they are of God; because many false 
prophets have gone out into the world. By this you know the Spirit 
of God: Every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ has come in 
the flesh is of God, and every spirit that does not confess that Jesus 
Christ has come in the flesh is not of God" (1 John 4:1, 2). 


Not long after Jesus went back to heaven, Satan had the saints in 
such places as Corinth deviating from this simple, supreme test. 
He had the brethren at Corinth divided into three or four parties. 
They were saying, '‘I am of Paul,’ or 'I am of Apollos,‘ or 'J am 
of Cephas,' or 'Iam of Chfist’" (1 Cor. 1:12). The last group could 
have been right or wrong. If they were not being factious and self- 
righteous, and sincerely believed that the only avenue to unity is to 
rally around Jesus and exalt Him, then they were not in the wrong. 
This doesn't appear to be the case though. The way the apostle Paul 
words it makes it appear that the "of Christ"' group was to be cen- 
sured as a faction just as the other three groups. Likely they were 
a self-righteous group who boasted that they were the only true 
Christians in Corinth and who looked condescendingly upon the other 
brethren. I wonder if they called the others brethren-in-error. 


This ‘of Christ’ group in Corinth reminds me of an incident I 
once observed ata study in Oklahoma. The subject of the speaker 
had been Romans 14. As he had expounded upon the chapter, he 
explained how a brother could be doctrinally correct, but at the 
same time wrong for manifesting a factious attitude. Setting in the 
back I could see many brethren beginning to tense. During the 
question and answer session, one brother got up and emotionally 
and essentially said that no brother could ever be wrong if he was 
standing for and teaching the truth. The building resounded with 
amens. 


As I listed to sermons and read articles by my brethren in the 
Churches of Christ today, they purport to say, 'What think ye of 
the Church of Christ?'' rather than "What think ye of Christ?" The 
obvious response to this question is to ask, ‘Which Church of 
Christ?" Most people are aware that there are many different 
Churches of Christ, each emphasizing different points of doctrine, 
each claiming to be the one true church, and each having very little 
to do with one another. Tremendous amounts of energy, money, 
and time are spent attempting to get brethren to switch their alleg- 
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iance from one faction to another. A faction that has no known 
members meeting in a certain city where there may be congrega- 
tions of a dozen different other factions of Churches of Christ has 
often report in the party journal that a mission effort has been 
begun to establish a faithful church in that city. The report often 
further states that the missionaries have been studying with some 
brethren-in-error who seem to be sincerely interested in learning 
the truth. 


Usually these sermons and articles which ask, "What think ye of 
the Church of Christ?"' proceed to explain their mode of worship, 
limiting worship to what they do at their assemblies on Sunday 
mornings. Generally it is said that there are five items that must 
be performed in the manner proscribed by the factionor the worship 
is considered unacceptable. One faction even insists that they are 
to be done ina set order. 


What I am getting at is not whether these modes of worship are 
right or wrong. I have my interpretations and opinions here the 
same as do all the other brethren of the Churches of Christ. The 
point is that we have developed unwritten creeds built basically 
around our various interpretations and opinions relative to what we 
do in our Sunday morning assemblies. And for the most part we 
labor to perpetuate the party rather than to preach Jesus Christ and 
Him crucified. Our teaching often consists of re-~indoctrination of 
the party creed and reminders of the fact that we are the only 
faithful followers of Jesus Christ upon the face of this earth. 


Instead of an urgency to disseminate the gospel facts, we have a 
passion for a particular set of interpretations and opinions. We 
try to draw unbelievers to'us by convincing them of the correctness 
of our doctrine. This isn't what Jesus said would attract unbeliev- 
ers. He said that love for one another and being united in Him 
would cause the world to take notice and seek Him. Satan has 
certainly led us down the wrong path. 


Over 135 years ago Robert Richardson said much more poignantly 
than I can the effect of changing the question and emphasis from 
"What think ye of Christ?" to questions such as "What think ye of 
the Church of Christ?" Note carefully what he said. 


"Nothing can be more evident than that the true genius of Chris- 
tianity has been lost sight of by the greater part of its professors; 
and that an undue zeal, for special doctrines, has led away the 
minds of men from the contemplation of the character of Christ, 
and created an attachment to human leaders, which is due to him 
alone. This is the great evil of partyism, and the besetting sin of 
Protestantism. Men love one another no longer for Christ's sake, 
but for opinion's sake; and labor no longer in the service of Christ, 
but in that of a party. They have mistaken the proper object of 
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regard, and their affections are misplaced. Their judgment is 
perverted, and both their profession and their practice are at fault. 
An entire and thorough reformation is required, not so much in 
forms and ordinances, as its spirit and temper; not so much in the 
nature of their faith, as in its object; and less in the minute points 
of Christian knowledge, than in their entire conception of the 
Christian institution." 


How surprised would brother Richardson be if he were here today 
to see that what he originally meant to be directed toward Baptists, 
Lutherans, Methodists, Presbyterians, and other Protestants was 
now applicable to his spiritual descendants. Maybe he is watching 
from over there. 


Party leaders who rally the rank and file around the unwritten 
party creed under the guise of maintaining purity of doctrine are 
advocating tyranny in God's kingdom. Their purity of doctrine plea 
is a plea to support their interpretations and opinions. They reduce 
Christianity to an intellectual exercise and hinder personal faith in 
Jesus. Instead of filling the heart with divine love they cultivate 
the pride of opinion and the intolerance of bigotry. We need to 
return to the simple gospel as the basis of our faith and our basis 
for unity. "For no other foundation can anyone lay than that which 
is laid, which is Jesus Christ" (1 Cor. 3:11). 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 


I am not disposed to lament the loss of Jife, as many men, and 
those learned men, too, have done; neither do [I regret that I have 
lived, since I have lived in such a way that I conceive I was not 
born in vain; and from this life I depart as from a temporary home. 
For nature has assigned it to us as an inn to sojourn in, not a place 
of habitation. Oh, glorious day! when I shall depart to that divine 
company and assemblage of spirits, and quit this troubled and 
polluted scene. For I shall go not only to those great men of whom 
I have spoken before, but also to my son Cato, than whom never 
was better man born, nor more distinguished for pious affection. If 
I am wrong in this, that I believe the souls of men to be immortal, 
I willingly delude myself; not do I desire this mistake in which I 
take pleasure should be wrested from me as long as [ live; but if I 
when dead shall have no consciousness, aS some narrow-minded 
philosophers imagine, I do not fear lest dead philosophers should 
ridicule this my delusion. Even if we are not destined to be im- 
mortal, yet it is a desirable thing for a man to expire at his fit 
time. For as nature prescribes a boundary to all other things, so 
does she also of life. Now old age is the consumation of life, just 
as of a play, from the fatigue of which we ought to escape, especi- 
ally when satiety is superadded. - Cicero, 43 B.C. 


16 36 


Edited by: 
BRUCE EDWARDS, JR. 


CROSS 1710 Clough Street, #118 
REFERENCES Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


TO MISS LONELYHEARTS OF MISS LONELYHEARTS 
With Apologies to Nathanael West 


Hello, Sir. 

Should it be "sir''? I don't know what to call you. I hear your 
name a lot but I seldom speak it, unless I just have to. The word 
does not come out of my mouth comfortably. It sticks. It sounds 
phony, formal or coy. It's the hardest word in the language for me 
to say and I could probably come closer to saying hell in public than 
that. But ‘sir’ is out of the question. It sounds like what a motel 
clerk says at check-out time. Jesus. Ok. Jesus. 





I would like to plead that I am mixed-up and confused. But that 
seems pretentious and perfunctory to me. That's my lot, I suppose, 
to both pretentious and perfunctory. Yet you said that the sheep 
hear your voice. Does that mean I'm not one of your sheep? Or 
are you more reticent these days? Let me talk, wander around a 
bit. I don't read the Bible much. Sports news. That's about all I 
read religiously, forgive the pun. It's the only thing that can hold 
my attention more than a few seconds. But just newspapers; my 
logophobia keeps me from anything deeper —I mean I couldn't read 
a book just now, on any topic. ‘Up on the Roof" is a religims song 
to me at the moment; somehow that song—-James Taylor's version— 
captures all my wistfulness, listlessness, introversion. 


I feel surfeited. Cloyed with information, details, figures. My 
sight is blurring. I'm literarizing all this because it is theeasiest 
thing for me to do; it’s the only way I can cope with the dim per- 
ceptions of my matter-of-fact, uninspired way of living. I've been 
thinking maybe that writing it all down cheapens it somehow. But 
I'm not going to be self-conscious about that. I feel sorry for me. 
The world is rotten this weekend unless there's baseball and tele- 
vision. God doesn't mean much to me tonight. There. I've said 
it. But if you're there at all, you already know that. "If I lie down 
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in Sheol," and all that. 


Don't you see? My grandfather's dead. He's the first one, you 
know. Death wasn't hereditary in our family. Not until that day in 
April, when all alone—as alone as alone looks on this page—in the 
chair, in the nursing center, he left. No formal announcement. 
He just left. 'Dad died today." That's how I heard it from my 
mom. Three words. I've heard of men and women dying before, 
of course. Why I even saw Lee Harvey Oswald murdered with my 
owneyes. (Say, did you know that was the day after C.5S. Lewis 
died?) But I always thought the grim reaper took mankind. Ha, 
what do you know. He takes a man too. He takes Pops, grandpas; 
ah, he takes the whole works. Yet how far away his passing is 
right now. It's almost like a dream (I dream of him so much). 
He's fading; into photographs and memories. And I don't much like 
that. I don't want to get to a point where I have to dredge up a 
living memory. But pretty soon that's all it will be. Was he real? 
Did he really live once? Did I really know him? I could ask of you 
the same question I guess 





But I can feel ym breathing down my neck. J heard you echoing 
down the hall. Is it laughter or wailing? Is there much difference? 
(I must check Koheleth.) I'm being what is known as honest. Huh. 
Why you could spin plenty of tales about me. Honestly? Why that 
just means self-deprecation. Just enough information and breast- 
beating to seem pathetic and to garner sympathy. ‘There, there 
now, we're all human, just try harder next time...'’ A good night's 
sleep, a brand new diet, why..." 


Oh for goodness sake. I don't have a debilitating disease. I'm 
not part of an oppressed minority. I've got an IBM Correcting 
Selectric. I can get into my car and drive a thousand miles from 
here. I've got a wonderful (as in "I've got a wonderful family") 
family. But tonight. Tonight, I say so what; no theodicy or apolo- 
getic can touch me tonight. I mean, Ican enumerate my blessings. 
I know millions waild be glad, make that thrilled, to change places 
with me. But that doesn't reach me either. I don't know that it 
ever has. 


I just have this belief. It's hard to shake (not that I want to). Yet 
it seems so impotent. After all this time, I still don't know what it 
means to be a Christian. (And isn't there another word somewhere 
for what that Thing is supposed to be? The very word becomes a 
burden sometimes.) I can't sort it out. Can't tell the bogus from 
the genuine. But I do know this, intuitively. If you're there at all, 
you're more than a People cover story, a TV celebrity, a Great 
Religious Figure, a devil-may-care Secretary of HEW. One thing 
dominates: a fear that what-I-must-do-to-be-saved is to go off to 
Kilamanjaro and convert eskimos or translate the Scriptures into 
Nepal where there's no cable TV. I mean, giving up my "‘literary 
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career," the World Series, Crest Toothpaste. A fear. What I really 
want tonight is for God to come down here and say, "It’s ok for you 
to spend your time writing essays nobody wants to read and to teach 
freshmen who don't care how to do the same thing. It's ok that 
what matters to you most is whether the Royals win the pennant, if 
you can get the racquet ball court this afternoon, and so on."" Does 
God ever say "and so on"? That tells you right off I'm no prophet. 
God never says, "and so on."" Does he? 


Yet, ym and I both know the rumor will never die. It's taking 
shape again even now—slowly, forming in my head. Not as a syl- 
logism; hardly a "doctrine." It’s a rumor. He missed one. The 
grim reaper, I mean. ‘What's that? Did the fisherman say it 
couldn't hold him?" No, if you're there at all—if the rumor is even 
partly true—the grim reaper couldn't keep you imprisoned. You 
keep coming back from the dead. I guess I dotoo. But why does 
it seem I have to feel so far away in order to start feeling close? 
And how come when I feel close, I'm really so far away ? 





Rumors and rhetorical questions. It's a funny way to run a 
universe. But then again, it was no prime-time, media man who 
said, ‘Whoever finds his life will lose it, and whoever loses his 
life for my sake will find it." 





BOOK REVIEW 


"Between Heaven and Hell" 
(Inter-Varsity, 1982, 4.95) and 


"The Unaborted Socrates” 
(Inter-Varsity, 1983, 4.95), both by Peter Kreeft 


Reviewed by Bruce L. Edwards, Jr., Assistant Professor of 
English, Bowling Green State University (Ohio) 


Peter Kreeft, Professor of Philosophy at Boston University, is 
quietly building a canon of works worthy to be included in every 
Christian's library. Most of them are apologetic works in the C.S. 
Lewis tradition, but that is not to demean them or to suggest that 
they are merely derivative and subsidiary to Lewis's works. They 
range from works about love beyond death (Love is Stronger than 
Death, Harper and Row, 1979) to life after death (Heaven: The 
Heart's Deepest Longing, Harper and Row, 1980; Everything You 
Always Wanted to Know About Heaven But Never Dreamed of Asking: 
Harper and Row, 1982). Clearly, Kreeft knows a lot about both. 


In his two latest works, Kreeft uses the technique of long-since 
or recently dead spokesmen to speak to a 20th-century audience. In 
"Between Heaven and Hell", we are given a dialogue between C.S. 
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Lewis, John F. Kennedy and Aldous Huxley as they await transport 
to their eternal destinies. The connection between these three 
illustrious 20th-century personalities? They all died on November 
22, 1963. In their verbal confrontation, Kreeft's Lewis (accurately 
captured) skewers the illogical and inconsistent aspects of human- 
ism (represented by Kennedy) and Eastern religion (represented by 
Huxley), while setting forth a stirring declaration of Christian faith. 
Could we have expected less from Lewis? 'The Unaborted Socra- 
tes,'' also a dialogue, reembodies the father of serious inquiry for 
a critical analysis of the abortion question. Socrates confronts Dr. 
Rex Herror in a modern Athenian abortion clinic, using their 
"common master,” Reason, to compel Herror to admit that the 
fetus is a human person. Later, the ancient Greek encounters an 
American philosopher of ethics, Dr. Attila Tarian, at a philosophy 
convention, challenging Tarian's relativism with deft syllogisms—a 
delightful exchange between two sharp tongued but mismatched 
debaters. Old Socrates wins this one hands down. In a final dia- 
logue, Socrates parries with "Pop" Syke, a psychologist who dis- 
dains the search for truth in favor of getting people "in touch with 
their feelings. ‘' Kreeft knows how to mix humor with logical 
analysis and never bores the reader. No one who reads these 
works can come away mowing less about logical thinking, or the 
implications of the Christian faith in the modern world. Be careful, 
though; reading Kreeft can be habit-forming. You won't want to 
stop until you have everything he's published. 
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“RIGHTEOUSNESS THROUGH FORGIVENESS" 
REBUTTAL 


by Jesse Jenkins 


The January 1984 issue of Ensign had an editorial with the above 
title in which reference was made to some things I wrote in reply 
to Arnold Hardin in the October issue of The Expository Review. 
Be it known that I tried to get the editor of TER to allow Hardin a 
second article. Since the editor of Ensign thinks the editor of TER 
should have given Hardin a second article, maybe he wil] print the 
first two articles and then give bothHardin and me a second article. 
I would like that. 


The Ensign editorial had fourteen paragraphs. Iwill not refer to 
each paragraph, but for easy reference, I will refer to the para- 
graphs by number. 


Par. 1: I not only hesitate, but absolutely refuse to assign the 
subject of imputed righteousness to insignificance, because I agree 
that it is the very heart of the scheme of redemption. The only way 
this subject can be overemphasized is by spending so much time 
on it that other needed teaching is neglected. But in reality, every 
single teaching in the N.T. that pertains to salvation is related to 
imputed righteousness! The editor spoke of some believing ina 
"law/works righteousness", and implied that I am among that num- 
ber. I plead NOT GUILTY. The only thing the N. T. teaches about 
a law/works righteousness is that such is IMPOSSIBLE. 


Par. 5: I deny that my use of 1 John 3:7 was a "confusing of two 
kinds of righteousness."’ I was using the word as defined by Hardin, 
and agreed to by me, i.e. ina right relationship with God. I know 
the passage is talking about children of God, and so was I. When 
one does right, i.e. has his faith and trust in and relies upon Jesus, * 
making Him the Lord of his life, that one is righteous, i.e., in a 
right relationship with God. So I neither misused the passage nor 
shifted gears on the word. But the editor did misuse Titus 3:5. 
While I agree that we are not saved by deeds of righteousness 
which we have done, Titus 3:5 is not the proof text. Our editor 
needs to do a little work on "not - but" passages. 


Par. 6: The editor agrees that I was right in saying: 'When God 
declares one to be righteous, he is actually righteous. '' Then he 
asks: "Is the sinner righteous in the sense of inner moral goodness, 
or is it a divine disposition of mind?"’ I proudly answer - it is the 
latter. I have never believed otherwise. 


Par. 7: Here the editor charges some, and implies that I am 
one of the number, with believing that when God declares one to be 
righteous, that one "has a righteousness of his own,'' that is “'a 
righteousness '‘in-and-of-himself’."" Again to such a charge, I must 

(turn to page 48) 
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Fellowship & Calling 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


My thesis is very simple. It is that we have been laboring under 
a false impression for years. It was inherited. It was not original. 
It resulted from the wrong choice of our spiritual fathers. They 
were honest but they were mistaken. We are perpetuating their 
error. We dothem nohonor. Itis no excuse that others are fos- 
tering the same mistake. We cannot be saved by the mistakes of 
others. We should repent of our false concept. We should bring 
forth fruits worthy of repentance. 


Our mistakes are intertwined like briars. The first one is that 
we are saved by what we know rather than by whom we know. This 
places a premium upon human understanding. It also handicaps the 
one who was born with a defective rational ability. It forces some 
to be “heretics” without their consent. The second is like unto it. 
It hinges fellowship upOn knowing and subscribing to the right 
things. The "right things’’ are those which the equivocating sect 
can thrust into a prominence they do not deserve. These differ 
with each sect. The fact that they do shows that they grow out of a 
sectarian consciousness rather than from the will of God. There 
is no way of knowing that God cares about them in one way or 
another. 


In 1 Corinthians 1:9 we are told that ''God is faithful by whom ye 
were Called into the fellowship of his Son Jesus Christ."' We do not 
enter the fellowship by becoming mentally sharp enough to grasp 
great distinctions. We are called into it by God. And, judging 
from the congregation to which this was written, there were some 
called who would not be given ''the time of day" by some of our 
more pompous elders now. This was addressed to a congregation 
which had more schisms existing in it than any you have ever seen. 
It is noteworthy that they were not to agree to be in the fellowship, 
but because they were in the fellowship they were to agree. 


Fellowship begins with what God has done for us. He did the 
calling. We only heard the call and responded. When we answered 
we entered into a relationship with the Son. We were also auto- 
matically and spontaneously introduced into a relationship with 
every other person on the surface of the earth who had responded 
to the same call. But the vertical relationship created the hori- 
zontal and not the reverse. We are not in the relationship to the 
Son because we are in the relationship with our brethren. We are 
in the relationship with our brethren because we are in the relation- 
ship with His Son. Brethren may separate from me but they are 
powerless to separate me from God. That is why the verse begins 
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with God is faithful." 


The brethren did not call me. And they are powerless to dismiss 
me. Only God can do that. My relationship stands in the faithful- 
ness of God, and not in the faithfulness of men. If every other 
person in the world becomes unfaithful, God will still be faithful. 
It is comforting to realize that every person on earth who sustains 
this relationship with the Father and the Son is God's child and my 
brother. He is not God's child because he is my brother. He is 
my brother because he is God's child. I do not have to sort out the 
brethren like potatoes. I do not have to place them in the right 
bins. All Iam called upon to do is to receive and accept them. 


Some of them may seem a little peculiar. I suspect I seem the 
same way to some of them. It was that way in our earthly family. 
I was one of six children. No two of us were alike. Even the neigh- 
bors could tell us apart. How we ever lived together almost makes 
one believe the age of miracles is not over. We disagreed, we 
demonstrated anger, we threw things at each other when the folks 
were not looking. We were not brothers and sisters because of our 
pleasant ways but because we had the same father and mother. 


That's the way it is with the family of God. We do not all have 
20/20 vision. Some af us are a little squinch-eyed. We do not all 
grow to the same height. Some of us are potential dwarfs. Some 
of us are a little stooped. We can see the ground easier than we 
can see heaven. But we are brothers. Warts and all, because we 
have the same spiritual Father and Mother. God is the Father of 
us all. He is over all, through all and in all. The new covenant, 
the Jerusalem from above, is the mother of all of us. And we do 
not all mill around, kicking up dust, in the same old corral. 


It seems obvious that anyone in whom the Holy Spirit dwells is 
part of the unity of the Spirit, and I am obligated to keep that unity 
in the bond of peace. It may be a little trying at times. I may be- 
come a little exasperated but I am to endeavor to doit. Because of 
the unfortunate zeal without knowledge which divided us into sects 
before I was born it may be difficult, but there is no excuse for me 
parading my knowledge without zeal to fulfill the divine directive. 
I would rather die serving His purpose than to live selfishly serving 
my own. 


We cannot choose those in whom the Spirit takes up His abode any 
more than we could choose our brothers and sisters in the flesh. 
We were stuck with those we received. Weare powerless to select 
those with whom we must keep the bond of peace. It will do no good 
for us to indulge in the wild fantasy that they are all in our party. 
They never were. They are not now. That kind of narrow, con- 
strictive thinking will only choke the life from us like a boa con- 
strictor. It will not give life to them. We are not going to be saved 
as congregations but as individuals. In the final analysis all fellow- 
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ship is between individuals for only individuals can inherit eternal 
life. And if you love me as T love you, no knife can cut our love 
into, not even a kitchen cleaver wielded by a preacher or a group 
of local elders. 


One of these days all sects will be banished, and the one body 
will be revealed in all of its beauty and splendor. I want to start 
getting ready for that day. I do not want it to sneak up on me. 
When it comes, many of us will be surprised as to who is in the 
family. Many will also be surprised as to who is not. Meanwhile, 
it will be to our interest not to be too judgmental. The Lord knoweth 
them that are His. And He can still say, 'I will have mercy on 
whom I will have mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will 
have compassion." He will not ask us about it, if we make it. 


I guess about the worst thing which a lot of preachers do is to 
play God with other men's lives. They become all frustrated if 
everyone does not dance to the particular tune they are playing. 
Sometimes they get mad and resign. This saves the congregation 
having to put up with their quirks. There is nothing worse that can 
happen to a congregation than to have a weekly wrestling match 
featuring the preacher and elders. A congregation which can sur- 
vive such a free-for-~all can go through a tornado and not even know 
the wind came up. 


Only one who is perfect in his thinking has the right to make 
another's imperfection in thinking a test of fellowship. That does 
it! It makes perfection something for which all of us are striving 
and not the attainment of any of us. And when the angel of death 
beats his wing outside of our windows we will still be striving for 
it. Let's make fellowship on earth a free acceptance of the gift of 
God and not something we achieve by our own thinking. This will 
lessen tension, define differences, and place problems in their 
proper pigeon-holes. They are for the birds. 


It is silly to ignore all that we hold in common in Christ to sepa- 
rate from one another over the few things upon which we disagree! 
Whatever happened to that wonderful concept discovered by our 
pioneers, that the way to unity is the way of consensus? Now it 
seems it is by way of nonsense. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63131 





PAMPHLET 


If you're interested in reading a discussion between Buff Scott, Jr. 
and W. N. (Bill) Jackson, dealing with the question, "Is The Church 
of Christ God's New Reign Or A Counterfeit Copy?", send a self- 
addressed, stamped envelope to Buff Scott, 1003 Pilot Avenue, 
Cherokee, Iown 51012. 
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How Can Christians Love More? 


CHARLES GEISER 


And thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, and with all thy mind, and with all thy 
strength: this is the first commandment. And the second 
is like, namely this, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy- 
self. There is none other commandment greater than 
these. (Mark 12:30, 31) 





The fullest and deepest word known to man for "‘love''is that great 
Biblical term agape. It is described in the Bible in the best ways 
known to us but especially is it understood in the ultimate, at the 
cross of Calvary. It is with this kind of sacrifical, self-denial love 
that we are to identify and relate to God, brethren, and mankind. 
We have pounded and beat just about everything else the Bible deals 
with and we have even at times been very wordy about “love”, but 
as to actually knowing what it is, using it all the time, remember- 
ing that this is how mencan recognize true disciples of Christ (Jn. 
13:35), I really believe we, for the most part, have not touched the 
hem of the garment. We have become judgmental and critical to 
the point that we may easily be blinded to what agape love can be in 
our lives. We offer up God-talk to others, some can even quote a 
dozen passages on love, and in the next minute strip someone, 
many times a brother in the Lord, of his integrity and self-respect 
as an offspring of God (Acts 17:29). We can speak at times to an 
"image of God" (Gen. 1:27; 2:7) like he was an animal or a tree or 
the fender of a car we just wrecked. Enough of this; some sugges- 
tions for being able to love as God expects us to. 


UNDERSTAND THAT NO ONE Is HUMANLY PERFECT 


We often look at each other as though we were robots of some 
kind. Can we not look at each other as God looks at us, in mercy 
and through the blood of His Son Jesus? Can we not look at a 
brother as someone Christ died for, someone redeemed by God, 
rather than someone I can criticize, someone always blundering 
and making mistakes (of course none of ug ever makes mistakes, 
but we become acute to the nth degree in seeing others’ mistakes— 
shades of Matthew 7:lff!). "For all have sinned and come short of 
the glory of God," you pompus, self-righteous saint! ‘Blessed are 
the poor in spirit"—does it not say that somewhere in the Bible? 
(Mat. 5:3). Who is humanly perfect this day, let him speak and act 
that all may follow!! Yes, God made his children "perfect" (maybe 

Charles Geiser ministers to the West Avenue Church of Christ 
fn Ashtabula, Ohio. 
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"complete" is the better word for telios), we did not do it ourselves 
(Eph. 2:8-10: Titus 3:4, 5). 


BELIEVE YOU CAN CHANGE YOURSELF? 


Not without God's help. We were supposed to have been converted 
and become as little children, remember? (Mat. 18:3). We are 
about the most unchangable creatures ever to exist! And we almost 
think that any improvement by means of the mind of Christ (Phil. 2: 
5; 4:13) will make us out to be something like a sissy or something. 
We often will not hesitate to speak of the traditional view that John 
the apostle of love bordered on behaving effiminate, but we only 
mention it to make a point we want to make. We macho saints have 
to keep the ‘image"' of the brotherhood, we do not want anyone say- 
ing, "He certainly seems to be filled with love,'' that would be a 
real put-down! Qh, we don't say it, but we think it. No one puts 
down the need to have more love for God and one another, but you 
need to keep that ''sound doctrine” influence flying around like a 
buzzsaw. "Ye tithe mint, and rue and all manner of herbs, and 
pass over judgment AND THE LOVE OF GOD: these things ought ye 
to have done, and not to leave the other undone" (Luke 11:42). Oh, 
we don't skip over it, we just don't pay much attention to it! We 
need to pay as much attention to love as to sound doctrine—the first 
commandment is to love the Lord thy God, not thou shalt debate thy 
brother! Let's be mature enough as Christians to implement spiri- 
tual changes as needed, to change into loving, godly creatures of 
the Lord and cease being as stubborn as those proverbial mules! 


SEE THE NEED OF OTHERS AND RESPOND 


Agape love does that, you mow. Jesus saw multitudes and was 
moved with "compassion" (Mat. 9:36). He did not turn His back on 
either a withered hand or a wedding, neither did He refuse to show 
His indignation at the money -changers or rebuke the scribes, 
Pharisees, and hypocrites. Jesus Christ saw needs of people for 
33 years, knowing their hearts at any given moment, He acted 
perfectly and in harmony with His Father's will (Heb. 4:15; 1 Pet. 2: 
22). Agape shares, it offers at every opportunity, not only to all 
men but particularly to those of the household of faith (Gal. 6:10). 
It would lay down its life for a friend (John 15:13), it would lay down 
its life for a brother in Christ (1 John 3:16). And there is no love of 
God dwelling in the saint who can shut up his feelings of compassion 
from a brother in need (1 John 3:17). Christ compels us to Christian 
service and commitment (II Cor. 5:14,15). We have the obligation 
to “know the love of Christ which passeth knowledge" in these things 
(Eph. 3:17~19). 


CARE ABOUT LIFE, LOVE, AND THE LORD 


"Fear God and keep His commandment" Solomon said (Eccle. 12: 
13) and that is love, John said (I John 5:2,3). You and I make life 
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what it is. It can be mechanical, polemic, and boring, even as 
Christians, or it can be as chocked full of love as we allow it to be. 
Life is much to short on this ball of dirt to snub, cut, and chip at 
others. The church of the Lord needs all the love it can muster, 
display, and manifest in every way possible, that we may be what 
God would have us be. "God is love", the Bible says (I John 4:8). 
Somewhere along the line we were supposed to be "'partakers of the 
divine nature" (II Pet. 1:4), weren't we? Showing love is not sissy 
but spiritual, it is not timid but mature, not feminine but heavenly 
masculine, and it should be the first thing we think of in the morn- 
ing and the last thing we think of at night before sleep as servants 
of God! 


If I fail to love as I should, who's fault is it? Not God's. The 
greatest love story ever known to man is probably gathering dust 
on your coffee table or on a book shelf, but that’s not God's fault! 
LOVE GOD, LOVE SELF, LOVE BRETHREN, LOVE FELLOWMAN, 
that about wraps it up, doesn't it? Shall we sell ourselves short on 
eternal blessings because of a lack of this precious commodity or 
shall we let the rivers of agape flow until our lives, our "little 
worlds, "are flooded with it, completely saturated with it? Oh, we 
can move our mountains with our faith, speak in tongues if you can 
try, understand all the mysteries you wish, but friend and brother, 
without love you are zero (Paul said "nothing,"' you can decide which 
you like the best in application, I Cor. 13:1,2). ‘Love one another 
with a pure heart FERVENTLY" (1 Pet. 1:22), like as of fire, potent, 
powerful, moving, dynamic, interested, caring, merciful, con- 
cerned, close to the Lord. "LET BROTHERLY LOVE CONTINUE" 
(Heb. 13:1). It's airs to do or not to do! 


P.O. Bac 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 





EDITORIAL REBUTTAL - from page 42 


emphatically plead, NOT GUILTY. How in the name of reason 
could one be righteous (in a right relationship with God) by forgive-~ 
ness, as I taught, and be righteous in-and-of-himself, when for- 
giveness takes place in the mind of God? 





Par. 8: I heartily agree that '"Those who say believing sinners 
are actually righteous because they have been forgiven = meaning 
that they have a righteousness of themselves - fail to understand 
the nature of torgiveness (my emph. JGJ). Thus, the editor was 
replying to a straw man rather than to me when he wrote that 
sentence. I never wrote anything that implied that the forgiven one 
“had a righteousness of himself.'' Surely, the editor became over- 
zealous when he wrote: "Neither forgiveness, eternal life, glori- 
fication, justification, righteousness, nor anything else that God 
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has promised can become a reality in this earthly life’ (my emph. 
JGJ). God has promised remission of sins (Acts 2:38). Is not that 
a reality while one lives on earth? God has promised fellowship 
with Himself (1 John 1:7). Does not the one declared righteous in 
reality have fellowship with God while living on earth? God has 
promised imputed righteousness (Rom. 4:6). After all the editor 
has written about imputed righteousness, he now tells us that it can 
never be a reality while one lives on earth! Gentle reader, do you 
really believe that is what the editor has been writing about imputed 
righteousness? I believe the editor needs to do more study about 
what the N.T. says on forgiveness, eternal life, justification and 
righteousness also. He further wrote: "Since forgiveness actuali- 
zes at the resurrection so does righteousness, and so does justi- 
fication because only then can it be truly said of the ‘new man’ that 
he is ‘not guilty’."' It seems that our editor would tell the three 
thousand of Acts 2:41 that even though Peter said they had the 
remission of sins, they were still guilty—and would be unfil the 
resurrection. It seems he would tell those of whom Jeremiah and 
Paul wrote (Jer. 31:31-34; Heb. 8:9-12) that God does still remem- 
ber your iniquities and will until the resurrection. There seems to 
be no end to the extremes that a man will take when he is set to 
defend a false position and sets up straw men with which to do 
battle! I heartily agree that "Where true righteousness (righteous 
in-and-of self, JGJ) exists it is not necessary for God to impute it." 
And I certainly agree that there is no such righteousness in this 
life. But where God forgives one, does not charge him with sins 
he has committed, that one is righteous, not in-and-of-himself, 
but by the grace of God. He is “not guilty, " because God has 
promised that He will remember (charge him with) his sin no more. 


Par. 9: Did the editor here contradict what he said in paragraph 
6? Here he says the believer is not "really righteous." There he 
said he is "ACTUALLY righteous". Or, was he using the word in 
two different ways? If he here means that the believer is not really 
righteous in-and-of-himself, I agree. If in paragraph 6 he meant 
that when forgiveness takes place in the mindof God, one is actually 
righteous - ina right relationship with God - again, Iagree. But if 
he can use "ACTUALLY righteous"and not mean in-and-of-himself, 
why can not he see that others may also? Ofcourse, being right- 
eous - ina right relationship with God - does not mean that one is 
not guilty of having committed sin. It does mean that God, in His 
great mercy, love and grace has forgiven and promised to charge 
one with those sins no more. I agree that God does not "“wansfer 
any kind of moral attribute to make the sinner something he is not." 


Par. 12: Certainly, Christ kept the law on our behalf. I said in 
reply to Arnold Hardin, from which the editor quoted: 'T believe 
He lived that perfect life for OUR BENEFIT." But man's salvation 
is not a legal salvation. The editor not only throws out forgiveness, 
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he also makes the death of Christ unnecessary. Notice: 

1. "The just requirement of the law was the demand of a perfect 
life.” 

2. "Christ did for us what we could not do for ourselves, to live 
perfect." 

3. ''Then by virtue of being in his spiritual body this just re- 
quirement, this perfect life demanded by the law was fulfilled "in 
us'' because he was perfect." 


Summed up: 


(1) If what was required for man's salvation was a perfect life, 
and (2) if Jesus in living a perfect life met this requirement for us, 
then (3) the requirement for salvation being met, nothing more was 
needed, thus, (4) Christ's death was not necessary; man's salva- 
tion was already accomplished! Now, I am confident that the editor 
will not accept the logical consequences of his teaching, but this is 
the logical conclusion to his teaching nevertheless. 


Par. 13: The question with which this paragraph begins shows 
the editor's utter confusion: ‘Can anyone study these scriptures and 
conclude that we are saved by OUR OWN righteousness through 
forgiveness ?'' Gentle reader, if it is by OUR OWN righteousness 
then it COULD NOT be through forgiveness. It would then be by 
MERIT. Righteousness by forgiveness utterly excludes the possi~ 
bility of a righteousness of OUR OWN. He then said: "Those who 
claim righteousness through forgiveness centers the emphasis in 
himself. " (Grammatical error his, JGJ.) I challenge him to find 
one statement in my afticle (spelling error his, RLK) to which he 
referred that centers the emphasis in self. To say that one is 
righteous, i. e., in a right relationship with God because he has 
been forgiven is to place the emphasis upon God; for forgiveness 
takes in the mind of God. Why, the very fact that one realizes he 
must be forgiven, necessarily takes the emphasis off self, unless 
he thinks he can forgive self! My friend, righteousness by means 
of forgiveness is only a strange doctrine to those who believe ina 
legal salvation. It is not a strange doctrine to the N. T. ‘Blessed 
are they whose iniquities are forgiven (Rom. 4:7). We agree that 
(1) man sins, (2) he cannot provide a salvation for self, (3) God 
saves. Now, which is it? Dces God forgive and thus bring a man 
into a right relationship with Himself? Or, does God bring a man 
into a right relationship with Himself while man is still in his sins? 
I believe I will take my stand with Paul: "Blessed are they whose 
iniquities are forgiven. 

200 Parkway Drive, Cedar Park, Texas 78613 


‘Just why anyone would even want to sow discord among brethren 
always has been a puzzle to me.” - Ira Rice, Jr. 
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Editorial Response 


After reading bro. Jenkins’ rebuttal article I arn left wondering 
wherein do we differ. It seems that we are in agreement on every 
essential aspect of imputed righteousness. However, I feel that 
there must surely be a difference somewhere or else why the re- 
buttal, and why did bro. Jenkins rebutt Arnold Hardin's article in 
The Expository Review ? After re-reading his article several times 
I think maybe I now see the problem. If I miss it he can correct 
me in his next article. First, let's note some of the essentials on 
which we agree, gleaned from his article. 


1. Imputed righteousness is the very heart of the scheme of 
redemption. 

2. Salvation based on “law/works righteousness" is impossible. 

3. Righteousness means "right-relationship with God." 

4. Where true righteousness exists, it is not necessary for God 
to impute it. 

5. “Righteousness through forgiveness" has no reference to 
inner moral goodness. 

6. Forgiveness takes place in the mind of God. 

7. Imputed righteousness is not a righteousness "in-and-of-one- 
self." 

8. There is no "true" righteousness (in-and-of-oneself) in this 
life. 

9. Salvation based on "our own" righteousness is salvation by 
merit. 

10. Kighteousness through forgiveness "utterly"' excludes the 
possibility of a righteousness of OUR OWN." 

Hl. God does not "transfer" any kind of moral attribute to make 
the sinner something he is not. 

12. Christ kept the law on our behalf. 


Could anyone ask for a better understanding of the subject of im- 
puted righteousness? Whatever difference might still remain must 
surely be lacking in importance. 


Bro. Jenkins does imply, though, that his concept of the subject 
is the commonly held view of his peers. Even though we recognize 
that there are exceptions, we do differ on this point, which we will 
cover later. Since bro. Jenkins has conveniently numbered the 
paragraphs in his reply, I will refer to the same in my reply to 
him, beginning with paragraph 5. 


Par. 5. In reference 1 John 3:7, even though bro. Jenkins says 
that John was speaking to Christians, I still see traces of confusion 
in his remarks, or else a lack of clarity. When he says, ‘When 
one DOES right" (my emph. ) and defines it as, "i-e., has his faith 
and trust in and relies upon Jesus, making Him the Lord of his 
life, that one is righteous, i.e., in a right-relationship with God, " 
it can be interpreted to mean that “right-relationship" is grounded 
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upon the DOING of right things. Those Christians of 1 John 3:7 
were indeed ina right-relationship with God, but the GROUNDS of 
their relationship didn't come about by "doing right things. "' Justi- 
fication (righteousness, i.e., right-relationship as a result of being 
declared "not guilty") comes "by grace through faith", and then 
comes the doing of right things in sanctification (Eph. 2:8-10). The 
performance of righteous acts identifies those who are in a right- 
relationship with God as being "righteous, '' but it has no part in the 
“coming into" that relationship. No one denies that "activity" is 
involved in responding to the gospel, but activity does not provide 
the basis for being ‘tounted for righteousness. " 


It is important that we phrase our statements as clearly as possi- 
ble so as to remove all vestiges of human "merit" in the process of 
redemption. I will be the first to admit that it is not always easy. 
But since bro. J. has already stated that believers have no right- 
eousness within themselves, that should settle the matter. 


Bro. J. thinks { have misapplied Titus 3:5, but without elaborating 
on the "how"’. I used the text to provide further evidence that 
coming into a right-relationship with God is not predicated upon the 
merit of human action, i.e., "not by works of righteousness which 
we have done...'' That point may not be all that is contained in 
this passage, but it does say what I said it said. I didn't intend to 
write a commentary on the chapter. Again, the important thing. is 
that we both agree that justification is not based upon the merit of 
human activity. 


Par. 7: In reference to my "charging some" with teaching that 
we are saved by a righteousness "in-and-of-oneself", bro. J. denies 
that he belongs to that group. But at the same time he implies that 
this "some" may believe the matter just like we do, like, saying, 
"But if he can use ‘ACTUALLY righteous‘ and not mean in-and-of 
oneself, why can he not see that others may also?" It's possible 
that they might, but do they? If "others" believe that sinners are 
not saved by an inner righteousness when forgiven, it seems that 
they should have no problem in saying it straight out! If that is 
what they believe and mean, then why are they so violently opposed 
to those of us who are saying it right out! The truth is, those other 
brethren are not saying the same thing. Why do they oppose Arnold 
Hardin so bitterly ? I cannot detect that Arnold is saying any more 
or less than what bothof us are saying in these essays. If what i and 
bro. Hardin teach is "neo-Calvinism", as "others" charge, then 
bro. Jenkins is treading on dangerous ground. let's see what those 
others are saying. 


Tom Roberts wrote in the September 1982 issue of the Sower, 
“OUR righteousness is bestowed to us because we are forgiven for 
sins through obedience to the gospel as we trust in Christ" (my 
emph.). There is no question as to the ‘forgiveness of sins through 
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obedience", but note that, according to Roberts, God does not be- 
stow HIS righteousness upon us, He bestows OUR righteousness to 
us. Is this consistent with Paul in Philippians 3:97? "...and be 
found in him, not having a righteousness of my own, based on law, 
but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness from 
God that depends on faith.'' According to this, it is not "our" right- 
eousness that we first IMssess through forgiveness and then God 
"bestows" this righteousness to us, but God's own righteousness 
imputed to us on the basis of faith. Our brethren just can't seem 
to remove the human element from the scheme of redemption. 
Forgiveness, justification, righteousness, and the imputation of 
righteousness are simultaneous in the mind of God. The whole 
thing seems to boil down to "whose righteousness saves, God's or 
ours? If "ours" then the quality of it can be no better than our own 
internal worth. The great difference between bro. Roberts and 
bro. Paul is the difference between God's righteousness imputed 
to us through faith and our own righteousness through obedience to 
a "plan. ve 


Here are more classics from bro. Roberts. ‘When God sees the 
sinner's obedient faith, He forgives him and restores him to a state 
of righteousness which he enjoyed before accountability (Rom. 7:9). 
... It is simply a matter of forgiveness restoring one to a former 
condition of righteousness from which he fell through sin. Man's 
moral nature always remains the same (Rom. 6:16-18) though he 
stands in a different relationship to God while in sin and after be- 
coming a Christian’' (Guardian of Truth, February 18, 1982). These 
statements contain so much error that I'm even reluctant to com- 
ment on them. It says that forgiveness restores one to his former 
"state''and also to his former '‘condition."’ His "'state'’ refers to 
legal category while "condition" refers to the inner quality of the 
soul. That former quality of the soul can never be restored in this 
life, except only by the imputation of righteousness, the very thing 
that bro. Roberts was opposing. 


Bro. McDonald, editor of The Expository Review, said, "As 
Abraham was the ancestor of all true believers in God, it is evident 
that THEIR RIGHTEOUSNESS (my emph. ) would be imputed to them 
without the work of circumcision" (Oct. 1983). 


J.T. Smith said in his Miami Bulletin that the Judgment Day is 
not a time for God to show mercy, but justice; and that we all must 
stand before God in our own righteousness—as opposed to being 
clothed with the righteousness of Christ. 


In an editorial in the Manslick Road church bulletin, Donnie V. 
Rader writes on the meaning of the phrase "the righteousness of 
God", and concludes that it means ''to demonstrate that God is 
righteous and just by PROVIDING A PLAN FOR MAN TO BECOME 


RIGHTEOUS" (my emph.). He goes on to explain that this "plan" is 
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faith, repentance, confession and baptism! Nothing so misses the 
true meaning of the term, “the righteousness of God."' The list 
could go onand on. We are constantly bombarded with this level of 
theology in both our institutional and non-institutional journals. In 
fact, what these brethren teach about righteousness is orthodox 
teaching in the Church of Christ. 


My purpose in these quotes is not to arraign bro. J. before his 
peers but as a reply to his statement that others may understand 
and use words in the same sense as we understand them. There 
are exceptions, of course, but the above is the morecommon. We 
cite these also to show that we do not "set up straw men with which 
to do battle", as charged. I don't believe those men quoted above 
are straw men. I[t is unnecessary to create imaginary opponents 
when there are real live ones out there running loose. 


Bro. J. also thinks that perhaps I should spend more time study- 
ing the subject of imputed righteousness. I won't argue with that, 
even though I have spent the last 15 years studying this and related 
subjects. But if I spend the next 15 years studying it, bro. J. could 
rightly offer the same good advice. The subject is complex. It is 
made so primarily because of our upbringing. It is difficult to 
de-program and re-program the mind that is reared in legalism. 


There should be no real reason why bro. Jenkins should have 
misunderstood my discussion on eschatology. I went to great 
lengths to make it clear that when Ispoke of things being in "reality" 
or "actuality" I was referring to the consumation of all things, the 
“end of the age," the resurrection. In letters received, some 
agreeable and some not, I noted that all understood the point that I 
was trying to make. 


The "last days" (eschaton) had its beginning nearly two thousand 
years ago. All that God has promised to believers had its beginning 
at that point, but not the consumation (reality) of those things. The 
last days are laid out in progressive stages: first the crucifixion 
and then the resurrection and ascension of Christ. The day of 
Pentecost (the proclamation of the gospel) was the last stage prior 
to the final one, the second coming of Christ. In between these two 
is the Age of Grace in which God has imputed to us all that is to 
become final at his second coming. What we may now claim for 
ourselves concerning what God has promised is not really ours but 
belongs to Christ who shares them with us through faith. In this 
interim we are "heirs”. It was not overzealousness, as suggested 
by bro. J., that made me say that ‘Neither forgiveness, eternal 
life, glorification, justification, righteousness, nor anything else 
that God has promised can become a reality in this earthly life." 
I said it because there is no other way. If we had all these things 
NOW, then there would be nothing left to “inherit.” 


Still, there is a sense in which we have received all these prom- 
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tses of God, but let us understand the sense. John, for example, 
wrote to assure us that we now HAVE eternal life (John 5:24; 1! John 
§:13). Yet Paul said, 'For salvation is nearer to us now than when 
we first believed" (Rom. 13:11), which implies that it is still future. 
We have the beginning of it but not the finality of it. Paul also 
speaks of us being glorified in the present tense (Rom. 8:30), but 
John said it does not yet appear what we shall be (1 John 3:2; cf 1 
Cor. 15:). We should be able to see that in whatever sense we now 
have these things we have all things associated with them in the 
same sense. Note Romans 8:29,30: "For those whom he foreknew 
he also predestined to be conformed to the image of his Son, in 
order that he might be the first-born among many brethren. And 
those whom he predestined he also called; and those whom hecalled 
he also justified; and those whom he justified he also glorified." 
Note the past tense. So, in whatever sense we are now justified we 
are glorified in the same sense. Since justification is imputed to 
us, glorification is imputed tous. Since justification is associated 
with forgiveness of sins, then forgiveness of sins is imputed. We 
can go on and say the same thing about the others. There can be no 
separation of forgiveness, eternal life, justification, righteousness, 
and glorification. They all occur simultaneously in the mind of 
God, and it can only mean that all of them are "counted" as ours 
during this earthly life while we wait for the CROWN of righteous- 
ness which the Lord will give us on THAT day. 


Forgiveness of sins does not mean the absolute purification of the 
soul. This that remains after forgiveness is that "corruption" 
that must put on "incorruption" at the last day. Of himself, the 
sinner will always remain "guilty", even while God considers him 
"not guilty” (justified). Otherwise we wouldn't needa Mediator to 
intercede for us. One who is absolutely holy needs no perfect Man 
to go to God on his behalf, for he could do it for himself. In the 
same way aS imputed righteousness we also have ‘fellowship with 
God" in the imputed sense. Because we are still sinners "in-and- 
of-ourselves'’ we can approach God only through the Perfect Man, 
symbolized under the old sacrificial system as the "lamb without 
spot or blemish."" What does it take to teach us that Jesus Christ 
is our EVERYTHING! ? 


Par. 12: Inre. Romans 8:3,4. Bro. J. believes that one might 
reason from my remarks that since Christ fulfilled the "just re- 
quirement of the law" by living the perfect life on our behalf, that 
there is nothing left for the sinner to do, since Christ has already 
done it for him; and that one might even conclude that the death of 
Christ was unnecessary since salvation is found in Christ's perfect 
life, as opposed to his death. But, Jesse, it was Paul who said that 
Christ came to do what the law couldn't do. Because of sin the law 
could never be fulfilled, unless one be found "perfect". This is 
what the law required. Not only was this a requirement under the 

(see back cover) 
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GOOD NEWS OF THE KINGDOM 


ELMER PROUT 


"Jesus went throughout Galilee teaching in their synagogues, 
preaching the good news of the kingdom..." (Mat. 4:23, NIV) 

What does it mean to talk about the kingdom of God? Much 
of the ‘kingdom talk" of the 1980's centers in the future, It 
is said that the kingdom will be the time after the ‘end of the 
world' when all evil has been vanquished, It will be a time 
when everything is lovely, warm, peaceful—a time when the 
people of God bask in the sunshine of eternal calm. 

It is comfortable to think of the kingdom in those terms. 
It is a rapturous dream. it would be the occasion when 
everything has been done--the people of God could sit back 
and enjoy the completed victory, 

It seems increasingly clear to me, however, that the 
primary New Testament emphasis is on the present kingdom 
rather than on the distant future. When Jesus spoke ‘good 
news of the kingdom!‘ that news surely included the fact that 
“the kingdom of God has come to you" (Luke 11:20). To those 
people who wondered when the kingdom of God would come 
Jesus said, ''The kingdom of God does not come visibly, nor 
will people say, 'Here it is,' or 'There it is,’ because the 
kingdom of God is within you', "' (Luke \7:20,21) Paul echoes 
those words when he tells believers that they/we have been 
"delivered out of darkness into the kingdom of the Son of his 
love" (Col, 1:13,14). 

The good news of the kingdom is that right in the middle of 
present evil the 'new creation has come’ (see ll Cor. 5:17fi). 
The mustard seed has been planted, the tree is growing (see 
Mat. 13:31,32). The yeast has been added to the flour and it 
1s working all through the dough (Mat, 13:33). 

In the light of these statements a dynamic picture of the 
present kingdom emerges, It is not atopic for debate—it is 
the power of God in redemptive action through the lives of 
believers, The kingdom is not a place where everything has 
been completed but a place where God's will has begun to be 
done ‘on earth as it is in heaven,' It is the place where 
people are allowing the rule of God to shape their lives, The 
kingdom is not a condition where all evil has been banished 
but where, in the power of God, progress against evil is 


{turn to back cover, top) 
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| Edited by: 
Jd BRUCE EDWARDS, JR. 
CROSS 1710 Clough Street, #118 
REFERENCES Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


LOOKING AT THE OTHER SIDES: 
A Response to Two Recent ENSIGN Articles 


I hesitate to respond to anyone's writing anymore because 
such responses seem to generate heat instead of light, But 
two articles in the February ENSIGN seem to me to require 
at least a brief response, if only to indicate that there are 
other views which can be taken of certain issues, I start 
with a response to Buff Scott's ''Turn It Down," 


"Turn it down" is well-meaning in intention; no one, es- 
pecially a Christian, wants to come down on the side of 
anything that makes people deaf or more prone to drug 
abuse, That being said, let me say that I believe his article 
is wrong-headed when it implies that rock-and-roll as a 
musical form is somehow intrinsically Satanic, or carnal, 
Many evils have been associated with rock-and-roll, but one 
must keep clear-headed about whether it is the musical 
form itself or the kind of company one keeps which is the 
source of foul habits and evil influences, Mr. Scott com- 
plains of '''Christian' rock concerts which have a paganistic 
beat,'' What musically or otherwise can be meant by a 
"paganistic’ beat? Does Mr. Scott know that most of our 
most popular Church of Christ humns, including ''We Gather 
Together, '' are modelled on popular barroom ballads of the 
18th and 19th century? Mr. Scott speaks of "animal emo- 
tions, '' This is both simplistic and naive on his part, Does 
he think that the Stamps-Baxter songs which dominate the 
most popular CofC songbooks (including SACRED SELEC- 
TIONS) are bereft of the ''paganistic beat" which he decries? 


I am not in favor of "loud music" per se; high decibels are 


17 vi 





dangerous to the hearing of a generation which is wedded to 
‘personal stereos'' which block out the rest of the world. 
But I cannot let Mr. Scott's simplistic caricature of Chris- 
tian "rock'' go by unchallenged. As one who has a fairly 
substantial collection of contemporary Christian music, and 
who has attended a few of the "concerts" he summarily dis- 
misses, I must counter his view that ''Christian Concerts" 
are by definition either pagan or sensational or unintelligible, 
A contemporary gospel—without compromising the gospel 
core--must speak to a contemporary world in acontemporary 
mode, including modes of music. If anything, the emergence 
of "Christian work'' provides an alternative to the sex and 
drug based music which dominates the air waves, Our young 
people will listen to something; I'd prefer my children and 
their friends to listen to Keith Green or the 2nd Chapter of 
Acts or Amy Grant any day in place of David Bowie o 
Culture Club! 


I must also respond to the variable Mr, Rogers who flips 
back and forth on issues and seems to have re-adopted the 
flamboyance and overstatement whichis more characteristic 
of his "conservative brethren" of the Guardian of Truth 
variety (all the way to the misuse of 2 John 9), It is clear, 
as Bro, Kilpatrick pointed out in his response, that Mr, 
Rogers relies heavily on hearsay in his rebuttal; I wonder 
how many Crossroads meetings he has been to, and how 
many Crossroads preachers, elders and members he has 
talked to. But that isn't what I want to respond to. 

I find it incredible that anyone can criticize Crossroads 
for being liberal! Too ''conservative, '' I might understand — 
but "liberal''? Several years ago, Grady James Robinson 
published a perceptive article in MISSION which was entitled 
"Where Will We Be When We Get Where We're Going?" His 
answer was: Crossroads. That is, his point was that the 
Crossroads movement is, in fact, what the Church of Christ 
wishes it could be, but isn't, Crossroads churches are 
alive; they baptize lots of people; their elders are shepherds 
in the Biblical sense {as opposed to the business manager 
sense most common); their young people are committed 
personally to Jesus; they follow, yea, all the traditions of 
their elders (Lord's Supper every Sunday; no instrumental 
music; more meetings in a week than most CofCers could 
stomach), What could be wrong? Simply this: Crossroads 
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folks have simply put in practice what most CofC people just 
mouth as slogans. And when these "orthodox" folk decide 
that their own image 1s tarnished by the honest- to-goodness 
success of the Crossroads folk, they have to squawk just so 
everyone else knows they're still breathing! 


The fact is, Churches of Christ—the "traditional kind,"’ 
whether "conservative" or "mainstream" are in trouble 
They are still emphasizing things that most of our culture 
finds either silly or peripheral, (Of course, most in our 
culture find Jesus, the gospel and the church as an institu- 
tion silly and peripheral—and our traditional emphases only 
trivialize the things which are ''weighty" in the gospel mes- 
sage.) What Crossroads people do is say, ''We don't care 
what anyone else does, we are going to serve our Lord as 
vibrantly and committedly as we know how, taking the older 
traditions which are still valid, and rejecting those which 
are debilitating and unbiblical, while starting new traditions 
which enrich our faith and make the church a force in our 
society. "' 


More power to them I say. More power to anyone with the 
courage to buck the established lethargy and ambivalence, I! 
dare say Crossroads folks will win more people to Jesus in 
North America than a thousand Herald of Truth programs, a 
million copies of Leroy Brownlow tracts, and a free sub- 
scription to the "new" Firm Foundation combined. I say all 
this as a member of a rather ordinary and lackluster Church 
of Christ in northwestern Ohio which has noneof the vibrancy 
and excitement of a Crossroads church. All one can say is, 
by their fruits ye shall know them... The Crossroads folks 
create committed believers, Much {not all) of the CofC 
evangelism I have seen in the last five years "converts"! 
people into a "cult" of boredom, hopelessness and routine, 
There 1s an obvious jealousy in much of the attacks on 
Crossroadism, 


What we need are fewer people who care about policing 
such matters. Do we need well-meaning brethren like Scott 
and Rogers arguing about the things they discussed in recent 
ENSIGNs? I don't think so, But, then again, that's just my 
Opinion and you are free to do what you want, God bless you 
any how! 
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being made, The kingdom is not a place where the people 
of God lean back and relax but where, in the spirit of Christ, 
believers move forward with the King in his conquest, 

What a difference it would make if we could accept the full 
impact of present citizenship in the kingdom, His kingdom 
here and now spreading its effect into a troubled world... 
And WE, ourselves, active citizens in His kingdom allowing 
Him to spread His saving power through us to others... Shall 
we not accept the good news of the kingdom and live in his 
power NOW? 

1620 Oak Tree Drive, Roseville, California 95678 


RESPONSE. 


law of Moses, it was and is a law of God. He always has and always 
will require absolute perfection of all human beings. He will not 
accept anything short of it. His Holiness requires that he remove 
Himself from all that is unclean. Therefore, the only hope for 
sinners is to be found in Christ, not having a righteousness of our 
own, based on our imperfect obedience to law, but having a right- 
eousness that comes from God through faith in Christ. What God 
bas demanded of every human being is found ONLY in Christ! In 
Him is the PERFECTION that God requires of man, and in this 
way faith does not make void the just requirement of the law but 
ESTABLISHES it (Rom. 3:31). Yes, perfection is now possible, but 
only IN Christ. It is not 'obur" perfection but His who graciously 
shares it with all who believe. Surely the perfect obedience of 
Christ is imputed to believers. 
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Letters 


Editor's Note: To prevent possible embarrassment I have elected 
to omit the names from some of our letters. 





ARKANSAS 


I have been wanting to write to you for some time now and express 
my appreciation for the spiritual growth I have obtained from your 
magazine ENSIGN. I have been receiving it now for over a year and 
I greatly anticipate each one. Every time it comes to my door 
(along with Leroy Garret’'s RESTORATION REVIEW) I feel as if ! 
have received a fresh breath of air. 


Like many others, my story goes back to the first days of my 
conversion at a very young age. Having been raised in the Church 
of Christ (instrument) I, of course, was led to believe that we were 
the only Christians and every other ‘'denomination" was preaching 
false doctrine which had destined them to the eternal fires of hell. 
In fact, I can distinctly recall telling my mother, in my naievety, 
that I was so thankful to be fortunate enough to have been brought up 
in the "true church."" But, as time went on and I came in contact 
with classmates who were Baptists, Catholic, Methodist, etc., I 
discovered that some of them held the same faith, and Lord, as I. 
This began to create some serious questions in my mind, and when 
I began to express them, instead of answers I received condemna- 
tion for questioning the teachings of the "Church." I was severely 
rebuked for even considering that anybody who belonged to another 
denomination might be a brother in the Lord. WhatI was receiving 
was a party rigidness that wouldn't budge. As you can imagine, to 
an impressionable, but extremely independant mind, I didn't buy 
their answers, so I gave up on Christianity altogether and went the 
way of the world. 


That road led to personal tragedy. In the resultant despair and 
depression I once again turned to the faith of my youth. But instead 
of returning to the Churches of Christ, I decided to seek out another 
group that would be more tolerable and open-minded toward all 
Christians everywhere. I didn't findit. In fact, I discovered to my 
dismay, that practically all of the other Christian denominations 
also had a strong sectarian stance. So, I returned to the Christian 
Church/Churches of Christ because I knew that they had at least 
discovered the "plea" of the unity of all believers, but apparently 
had just lost their momentum in Carrying it out. 


In the early years of my renewed commitment to the Lord, I 
wondered if I was all alone in thinking that we were not the only 
(turn to page 77 ) 
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Cultivating Tolerance 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


Once I was a debater. I was one because I was also a sectarian. 
Finally, I became convinced that debating with brethren was wrong. 
It was a sin and a very ineffective sin at that. Of course we always 
projected the good side of it. We said we were investigating all 
angles to arrive at the truth. That is so much poppyceck. The 
spirit of rivalry took over. We were striving to vanquish an oppon- 
ent, to make him look small, to reduce him to mincemeat. We 
operated the factional meat grinder for no other purpose. We were 
representatives of parties. Since the very party spirit is a work of 
the flesh we were guilty before God. 


it now seems incredible that we ever thought truth would triumph 
in such an atmosphere. When two tribes choose a gladiator to re- 
present them and toss them both into the ring with drawn swords to 
hack away at each other, how can truth triumph? The guffaws of 
the audience, the knee -slapping, and the vociferous expressions 
only serve as encouragement to the baser passions. I came to love 
my brethren, all of them, and as I did, I became aware of what 
made most of them as they were. [ lost my desire for victory and 
triumph. I have asked God to forgive me. 


One thing which motivated me to sheath the sword was a growing 
recognition that the things about which we were wrangling were not 
that important after all. While we were debating about secondary 
and inferior matters, the world was being lost all about us. In 
some cases our debating actually gave them a shove in the direction 
of hell. It came to me that if you were right about Jesus you could 
be wrong about a lot of other things and still be saved; but if you 
were wrong about Jesus you could be right about everything else 
and still be lost. I could understand why Pau! resolved not to know 
anything except Christ and Him crucified. 


We had it out about such things as cups, classes and colleges. 
The demons laughed in unrestrained glee, while the angels in heav- 
en wept. If the congregation was not divided before the debate, we 
left it divided afterwards. We argued about music, missions and 
methods, but there was no way we could determine how God felt 
about them. He did not think enough about them to tell us. Our 
contrived arguments and spurious reasoning about “the argument 
from silence" only showed our ignorance. Nothing could offset the 
fact that we were disturbing the peace over matters of opinion. It 
is legitimate to form opinions, it is wrong to bind them upon others. 


Anyone who thinks more of his opinions than he does of his 
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brethren will defend his opinions and destroy his brethren. It is 
just that simple. Arguing with brethren is no way to arbitrate dif- 
ferences of opinion. We began arguing with the sects when our 
"restoration movement" was still in swaddling-clothes. We have 
not eliminated a one of them. There are a lot more of them than 
when we started. We have added quite a few of our own to the num- 
ber. It would seem that if a doctor had only one prescription and it 
killed every patient to whom he gave it, he would change remedies . 


But everyone knows we have continued to divide and sub-divide. 
We have more subdivisions than the real estate section in the Sun- 
day newspaper. A lot of them originated over trivia. The restora- 
tion movement was.a flat failure in its announced objective. It did 
not only not reach its goal, it fell on its face and has continued to 
lie kicking in the mud. We have changed our aims several times, 
but nothing can hide our defeat. But our system is not working. 
Our faith is not deep enough, high enough, or broad enough. You 
can measure the shallowness of a man's faith by the littleness of 
the issues which cause him to separate from the saints. By this 
criterion some are operating in mighty shallow water. 


We are called upon to receive one another as God received us. 
He received us in our ignorance and with our raw temperaments 
exposed. He opened his arms when we were explosive, combative, 
and ready to "fly off the handle"' at the least provocation. He did 
not tell us to clean up our act and come onin. He told us to come 
on in and clean up our act. We knew very little and part of that 
little was wrong. We have no more right to make a man's ignor- 
ance a test of our relationship to him, than God made our ignorance 
a test of his reception of us. If he had been as censorious of us as 
we have been of others we would long since have gone down for the 
last time “unwept, unhonored and unsung.’' We need to cultivate the 
art of tolerance for others. Tolerance is not the endorsing of any- 
thing that is wrong, it is simply the enduring of one who thinks it 
is right. 


None of us will ever be saved because he was right about every- 
thing. Perfection in understanding is what we demand of others. 
We dare not postulate it of ourselves. That is why we choose 
certain items and emphasize them to the neglect of others. I know 
a man right now who would not worship where an instrument is 
used but is playing around with a brother's wife. If you are all 
right on the instrument, adultery does not count. One who indulges 
in such casuistry should be ashamed to live and afraid to die. Yet, 
it is indulged by every person who makes the salvation of mankind 
depend upon the degree of knowledge one possesses. 


With God it is not a question of being right about everything, but 
of being inthe right one with everything. We are saved by a person, 
and that person is not ourself. Eternal life is not a reward for 
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making A's on all of the moral, ethical and spiritual subjects which 
we take in the school of life. It is rather given us because we love 
the Teacher. There is room for people to make mistakes if they 
are free people. He who is not free to be wrong is not free at all. 
He is a Slave to circumstances. 


I suspect the wayward son inthe story Jesus told of the prodigal 
was reluctant to climb out of the pigsty and leave the muck behind 
and start toward home. It was aclear admission that his dreams 
had gone glimmering. His boasting had turned out to be empty 
bluster. He was a failure. He did not want to face his father. He 
no doubt recoiled at what his older brother would say. But he was 
hungry, dirty and disheveled. He looked longingly at the carob pots 
the hogs were shoveling inone more time. Then, in sheer longing, 
he got up and turned his footsteps toward the place he had left so 
disgustingly. 


Now, comes the pay-off in the story. The father was watching for 
his return. While he was a long way off shuffling along the father 
saw him. He began to run toward the errant lad. Get that! It was 
the father who ran to meet him. He fell on his neck crying "My son, 
my son.’' He welcomed him as one who had returned from the dead. 
He said that he had been lost but now was found. God seems more 
concerned that we come to him than with what we are carrying when 
we make the trip. I often wonder how that parable would have turned 
out if some of us had been substituted for the father. Would we have 
told the son, "Go, get a shave and haircut, then come back." 


Really, the story is tremendously interesting but since it deals 
with the critical Pharisees, it was actually directed toward the 
other son. He was farther from the father while working in the 
backyard than the younger son was while in the hogpen. He had 
never left home because really he had never been home. If “home 
is where the heart is," he did not even know its meaning. Too often 
we have acted like he did, coming around the corner of the house, 
screaming and protesting at the reception of a younger brother. 


It is not too much to say that most of us have at some time in our 
life reacted as the older brother. We have been Pharisees. Whieh 
makes me Say, that we set out to restore the early Christians and 
failed. But it was not a total failure for we did restore the 
Pharisees. 


139 Signal Hill Drive, St. Louis, Missouri 63121 








(400 pages) is now ready, Price will remain $5.00 each, even though 
there are 160 additional) pages. Volumes VII, VIII, and IX are still 
available at $5.00 per. 


WORLDLINESS 
R.D. ICE 


Worldliness is wrong and leads away from God and Christ. 
Certainly we believe this to be true. But what is it?? "Holiness" 
people have branded such things as tobacco, liquor, dance hails, 
etc., aS worldliness, and many of us would agree. But, they aiso 
inc hide such things as life insurance, doctors, medicine, profes- 
sional sports, beauty parlors, Coca Cola, neckties, chewing gum, 
etc. Are these things worldly ? 


What does the Bible say? This is where we go for information. 
God has commanded all that we must do, and forbidden all that we 
must not do. Many things are left to our own good judgment. See 
T Corinthians 6:12. It certainly is a sin to be stricter than God! 
Compare Deuteronomy 5:32; Proverbs 4:27; 14:12. Adam Clarke, 
18th Century Bible scholar, wrote: "A zeal which is rash and pre- 
cipitate is as much to be feared as the total lack of strict discipline.’ 


"Touch not; taste not; handle not" (Col. 2:21). Note Paul is iden- 
tifying these as human commandments which are tied to the rudi- 
ments of the world (verse 20). He advises that these may indeed 
have a show of wisdom (verse 23)— but as we would say today, they 
are a hoax. Adam Clarke writes: "All these prescriptions and 
rites have indeed the appearance of wisdom, and are recommended 
by plausible reasons; but they form a worship which God has not 
commanded, and enjoin macerations of the body, accompanied with 
a humiliation of spirit, that are neither profitable to the soul nor of 
any advantage to the body; so that the whole of their religion is 
worth nothing.” 








Paul gave Timothy a severe warning against those who are 
",.. proud, knowing nothing, but doting about questions and strifes 
of words, whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings” 
(1 Tim. 6:4). Evil surmisings are a popular commodity in our 
"protherhood."’ This kind of person Paul speaks about has an un- 
healthy interest in controversies and arguments and the end result 
is envy, quarreling, malicious talk, evil suspicions and constant 
friction. What could be more worldly than "bitter and constant 
wrangling which turns people down blind alleys and makes it impos- 
sible to get on with the job"’? Again Clarke warns: "Both under the 
law and under the gospel the true religion was: Thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart, soul, mind, and strength; and thy 
neighbor as thyself. Where therefore the love of God and man does 
not prevail there is no religion." 
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Everything Jesus said is true. But, some things which men are 
saying He meant by what He said are false and misleading. Jesus 
said of the Pharjsees: "For they bind heavy burdens and grievous to 
be borne, and lay them on men's shoulders; but they themselves 
will not move them with one of their fingers" (Mat. 23:4). By their 
strictness and severity, these religious leaders were making the 
Word of God of "none effect'’ (compare Matthew 15:6). 


*"%t is for freedom that Christ has set us free. Stand firm, then, 
and do not let yourselves be burdened again by a yoke of slavery" 
(Gal. 5:1 NIV). We have been set at liberty from the power of sin 
and guilt. How foolish we are if we turn back to the Judaizers, or 
to legalism, or to negativism, or to "'anti-ism" or to anything at all 
that would put us back where we were before the Lord set us free! 


The phrase: "the Gospel plus nothing and nothing but the Gospel’ 
should not be misunderstood. To some degree Christianity has to 
authenticate itself in terms of actual life. A "words only’ Gospel 
seems only cheap talk. James points out that actions show the 
reality of our faith (Js. 2:18,26). Are the questions we answer the 
ones the world is asking? Remember: ''God so loved the world..." 
(John 3:16, 17). We need to listen to the Gospel with the ears of 
others. We share a common life with the people of our area. We 
are students (disciples) of Christ. We ought to have the "mind of 
Christ."" The Gospel is relevant to the problems in and around our 
area. A deep realism is necessary, based on experience and study. 
Christ is the answer when the right questions are asked. 


Evangelism depends on credibility, and credibility is in turn tied 
up with or into God's love for the world. D. T. Niles wrote: "God's 
conversation with His church is a conversation about the world. 
The church must be prepared to speak about the world if it wants to 
speak with God. The world is the direct object of God's activity. "' 
The church serves the world through Christ by meeting human 
needs. Credibility comes as the world perceives the church as 
serving through Christ. The moon is not itself a source of light. 
Yet this reflector of the sun can be quite useful at night. Similarly 
the call of Christ is transmitted to the world by events which in 
themselves would be unable to speak. The Gospel bears witness to 
the fact that God deals with people in their real world. In the Bible 
God's love is as universal as it is unique, both at the same time— 
and this is echoed in the minds of His students (disciples). 


Our purpose is to manifest the saving and healing presence of 
Christ among all in our society. A congregation or group cannot be 
really free and a blessing to others unless the healing ministry in 
its broad, historical meaning, i.e., biblical meaning, is being re- 
discovered. The Gospel illuminates modern life and in turn makes 
the challenge of the Gospel visible. [) 
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"RIGHTEOUSNESS THROUGH FORGIVENESS” 
SECOND REBUTTAL 


by Jesse Jenkins 


Iam happy that we agree on many things; I only wish our agree~ 
ment went further. He lists twelve points on which we agree. To be 
sure I am understood by all, I want to clarify what I mean by some 
of the terms in numbers 4, 5, and12. By ‘true righteousness" in 
no. 4, I mean a righteousness in-and-of-self. By "inner moral 
goodness" in no. 9, I mean sinlessness or a goodness that merits. 
While we agree on the statement of no. 12, I do not think we mean 
the same thing by it. I think he means that Christ kept the law as a 
substitute for us, whereas I mean that he kept the law for our 
benefit. Everything He did on earth was for our benefit (2 Cor. 8:9). 
He then asked: "Could anyone ask for a better understanding of the 
subject of imputed righteousness” I must answer in the affirmative; 
for one could understand all twelve things and still misunderstand 
imputed righteousness as taught in the N.T. You see, a 13th and 
14th point will have to be recognized before one can understand the 
subject of imputed righteousness. No. 13 - the vicarious death of 
Christ. No 14 - one's complete trust and reliance in Him. The 
editor here evidenced what I suggested his teaching does in my 
first reply, i.e., makes the death of Christ unnecessary. How could 
anyone make a list of essentials and not include the death of Christ? 


For easy reference I will now refer to the paragraphs by the same 
number as in the editor's response. 


Par. 9. It did not occur to me that my statement here could be 
interpreted to mean that a right relationship with God is grounded 
on doing right things. I am happy to have the opportunity to say that 
I did not intend for it to be so interpreted. I firmly believe that a 
right relationship with God is grounded, has its basis in, is provided 
by the grace of God in Christ Jesus. However, I do believe 1 John 
3:7 teaches that the condition of the believer remaining ina right 
relationship with God is doing righteousness - right things. Lest I 
be misunderstood again, I hasten to say that by "doing right things" 
I do not mean sinlessness, or a meritorious life. Doing right things 
is for one to have his faith and trust in and rely upon Jesus, making 
Him the Lord of his life, which includes trusting in the grace of 
God for forgiveness as he walks in the light. 


It seems to me that R.L. contradicts himself when he says: "The 
performance of righteous acts already defined as doing right 
things, JGJ) identifies those who are in a right relationship with 
God as being ‘righteous, ' but it has no part in the 'coming into’ that 
relationship." And (2) ''No one denies that ‘activity’ is involved in 
responding to the gospel, but activity does not provide the basis for 
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being counted for righteousness." If activity is involved, then doing 
right things is not the basis of a right relationship with God. But 
doing right things is not the basisof a right relationship with God 
for anyone; it is the condition. 


I did state how I thought the editor misapplied Titus 3:5. I said 
he needed to do a little work on "not - but"' passages. There are 
about 121 of them in the N.T. This construction is a second degree 
comparison, with emphasis upon the greater. See John 6:27 to 
illustrate. The "not'’ of these passages may be a thing that is or is 
not prohibited. That will have to be learned from other passages. 
These passages just emphasize the greater of the things compared. 


Par. 7. (I think the printer hit the wrong key here. This should 
have been Par. 9.) When I asked: "If he can use 'ACTUALLY right- 
eous' and not mean in -and -of - oneself, why can he not see that 
others may also?" I was talking about myself, i.e., why could he 
not see that I was using the phrase to mean in a right relationship 
with God? I know many others that use the phrase in just this way, 
but I would not affirm that all do. 


I have no problem in saying - do not even hesitate to say right 
out - that no one is saved by an "inner righteousness." For anyone 
to affirm that he is saved by an inner righteousness is to affirm 
that he does not need a saviour! While Kilpatrick, Hardin and Jen-— 
kins agree that one cannot be saved by an inner righteousness, I am 
afraid we do not agree on how one can be saved. If what I am say~ 
ing is not different to what they are saying, why did both of them 
reply to what I wrote? I have said no differently in these two essays 
than what I said in the Oct. issue of TER. 


R.L. used considerable space in quoting and replying to other 
men- I will let them answer for themselves. But I will be chari- 
table and give any man the benefit of the doubt when a statement 
could be interpreted in either a good or a bad way. Could it be that 
Tom Roberts meant ’Our righteousness (right relationship) is be- 
stowed... ?"' If this is what he meant, would it contradict Phil. 3:9? 
There are too many differences among us. But if we could just 
learn to be charitable and to define our terms, we could cut those 
differences by a considerable margin. The only sense in which I 
can use the phrase "my righteousness" is in reference to my right 
relationship with God, which is made possible by the grace of God. 
But when I use the phrase "God's righteousness," I am not thinking 
of right relationship, but of pure, true, innate righteousness. Thus 
I must stoutly deny the editor's statement that when we are right- 
eous, 1.e., in a right relationship with God, it is "God's own 
righteousness imputed to us on the basis of faith.'’ Such a statement 
is not only confusing, it is absurd. If God’s own righteousness is 
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imputed to us, then a righteousness that is pure, true, innate is 
imputed tous. How absurd! If man had this kind of righteousness, 
then as R. L. said on another point, he would not need a mediator. 


Is it not possible that Bob McDonald meant: "'...It is evident that 
their righteousness (a right relationship with God, JGJ), would be 
imputed to them...''? Would that be an incorrect statement ? 


Regardless of who says otherwise, if God does not show mercy 
at the judgment, no one will be saved. For, what we all justly 
deserve is damnation. 


It is true that God provided a plan for man to be righteous, i.e., 
ina right relationship with Him. But if anyone thinks this exhausts 
the grace of God, he is badly mistaken. If God's grace is only in 
giving the plan, then one would have to work that plan in a sinless 
way to be benefited by it, No one ever has or ever will; thus, we 
must have the grace of God continually. If God's grace was only in 
giving the plan, wherein is the New Covenant better than the old? 
They had a plan back then! 


When I said the editor set up a straw man with which to do battle, 
I was not talking about his reply to just anyone; I specifically said, 
he was replying to a straw man rather than to me. He had indicated 
that I believed that righteousness through forgiveness meant one had 
a righteousness in-and-of- self. I realize that when he replies to 
what what some are writing he does not have to set up a strawman. 
But he was not replying to "some. "' He was replying to me. 


He thinks there is no reason why I should have misunderstood his 
discussion on eschatology. That may be so. So, let's just attribute 
it to my density. He now plainly states that there is a sense in 
which we now have forgiveness, justification and related blessings. 
And I agree that these things are just the "earnest of our inherit- 
ance until the redemption of the purchased possession." So, possibly 
when we understand what each other meant here, there is no dif- 
ference. I hope not. 


I agree that there is no separation of forgiveness, eternal life, 
justification, righteousness and glorification. But all of these things 
are the gift of God that Christians enjoy now, but only as the 
“earnest of our inheritance." This is a foretaste of that which is 
to come, but the glory that shall be revealed in us” is not fathom- 
able by man on earth. 


"Absolute" is a word filled with ambiguity. Thus, I am not sure 
what he meant by "absolute purification. "' Forgiveness does mean 
that one is pure. The grace of God has cleansed him. However, 
forgiveness does not mean that one has a "'self-existent" purity. Of 
course, no man is absolutely, i.e., self-existently holy; thus, even 
the forgiven man must have a mediator to intercede for him. And I 
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want to go on record that I do believe and teach that Jesus Christ 
is our everything! 


Par. 12. Surely, I am missing something. But it seems to me 
that R. L. here admits he is teaching that since Christ fulfilled the 
"just requirement" of the law on our behalf, there is nothing for the 
sinner to do and that even the death of Christ was unnecessary. 
Then, it seems that he claims Paul taught the same. As I showed 
in my first essay, this is the logical consequence of his teaching, 
but I did not think he recognized it. 


While all that has gone before is interesting, we now come to the 
real difference between us. He believes in a legal salvation. I 
believe in salvation by grace. He believes (1) God requires absolute 
perfection of all human beings, (2) no man has, is, or will meet 
this requirement, (3) therefore, the perfect obedience of Christ is 
imputed to the believer, as a substitute for the believer's imperfect 
life. Whereas, I believe that on the basis of Christ's sinless life 
and vicarious death, and on the condition of my complete trust and 
reliance in Him, God forgives me. He believes that when God looks 
at the believer, He sees Jesus’ perfect life. Whereas, I believe 
that when God looks at the believer, He sees one who has been 
forgiven as made possible by Christ's sinless life and vicarious 
death and by one's complete trust and reliance in Him. He believes 
that a body was prepared for Deity so that the law could be fulfilled 
vy one living a perfect life that could then be counted as ours. 
Whereas, I believe that a body was prepared for Deity so that a 
sacrifice sufficient for sanctification could be offered once for all 
(Heb. 10:5,10). Here is our difference. 


He states that God requires absolute perfection of all human 
beings. But where is the passage that teaches it? Romans 8:4 does 
not teach it. Verse 2 says that Christ can make us free from the 
law of sin and death. Verse 3 says that the law could not do this, 
but that Jesus can. Verse 4 says that Jesus does this that the 
righteousness (aim, JGJ) of the law can be fulfilled in us. This 
righteous aim of the law, i.e., being freed from the law of sin and 
death and brought into a right relationship with God is realized in 
forgiveness by the grace of God as provided through Jesus Christ. 
It is not realized by the perfect law keeping of Christ being counted 
as ours. I know of no passage that teaches that God requires abso- 
lute perfection of man. I know of many that teach that God requires 
faith and reliance in Christ in order to forgiveness of sins. 


R. L. has said there can be no separation of forgiveness and 
righteousness. With this I agree. But let us see where this takes 
him. (1) Christ's personal righteousness is imputed to the believer. 
(2) There is no separation of forgiveness and righteousness. (3) 
Therefore, Christ's personal forgiveness is imputed to the believer. 
Now that is absurd, isn’t it? But it shows the absurdity of thinking 


that that which was Christ's is transferred to the believer. 


Gentle reader, be impressed with the fact that salvation by per- 
fect compliance to law is a legal salvation, not a grace salvation. 
The inevitable conclusion to the teaching of our editor is that salva- 
tion is not a gift so far as the Father is concerned. It had to be 
merited, and gifts are not earned. 


In conclusion, may I again impress the following upon your mind? 
(1) If what God required for man's salvation was a perfect life, and 
(2) if Jesus in living a perfect life met this requirement for man, 
then (3) the requirement being met, nothing more was needed, thus 
(4) Christ's death was not necessary; man's salvation was already 
accomplished! The real tragedy of this doctrine that Christ lived 
that perfect life as a substitute for us, or that His perfect obedience 
is counted as ours is that it has salvation accomplished before the 
death of Jesus; thus, makes His death unnecessary. 


We agree that (1) man sins, (2) he cannot provide a salvation for 
self, (3) God saves. But Kilpatrick thinks Jesus lived that perfect 
life as a substitute for us and that it is counted as ours. And I 
believe Jesus's perfect life proved (not to heaven, but to man) that 
He is the sacrifice without spot and blemish that makes forgiveness 
in the mind of God possible. He asks how can man be saved except 
that Christ's perfect obedience is imputed to him? I answer that 
man is saved by his unrighteousness being seen and forgiven as 
made possible by the vicarious death of Jesus Christ. Therefore, 
Jesus lived the perfect life for our benefit, but He died as our 
substitute. 

200 Parkway Drive, Cedar Park, Texas 78613 
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Editorial Response 


There are many things written by bro. Jenkins that would permit 
a "comeback" reply if argumentation was the purpose of these 
essays. But as I consider most of that of which we seem to be at 
Odds to be of minor importance I will confine my remarks to those 
areas where we have a genuine difference. 

Regrettably bro. J. has found too many "absurd" things in my last 
reply; yet I suppose it would seem that way if one refuses to con- 
sider alternate possibilities. Personally I have nothing to lose and 
everything to gain by considering the feasibility and/or scriptural- 
ness of every point made by bro. J, to agree without reservation 
whenever I can, and to even give him the benefit of the doubt. I can 
do that because I am a free man in Christ Jesus and I gave up trying 
to support a partisan viewpoint long ago. You miss so much under- 
standing that way. I have no fear of admitting that I might be wrong 
occasionally. If one is not free to err then he is not free at all. 
So when bro. J. convinces me that he has the truth on a_ particular 
point, fam going to latch on to it and make it mine, just like I had 
known it all along! I wish he would do the same. 

Part of our problem seems to be one of semantics. As I said in 
the last article, we should be careful to state our propositions as 
Clearly as possible to prevent misunderstanding. Most any positive 
statement concerning the subject at hand can be understood in more 
than one way without positive clarification. There will always bea 
sense in which a thing is true and a sense in which it will be false. 
For example, we are not under law in one sense and under law in 
another. We are righteous in one sense and unrighteous in another. 
Christ died for the sins of the world in one sense and he died only 
for the elect" in another. Theone to whom the statement is made 
is surely under some sort of obligation to at least attempt to under- 
stand the "sense" the writer has in mind. This seems to be a part 
of our problem. 

I agree with bro. J'‘s. clarification of points 4 and 5 in our com- 
mon agreement listing, but I think we are at odds on point #12. 
Christ did indeed keep the law as a substitute for Israel, but only 
in a ‘'sense" did he keep the law for Gentiles. Paul said that Christ 
was born under the law to ‘redeem"them (Jews) from that law which 
held them in bondage. Gentiles were never under a written code. 
The question is, How did He do it? Can the bondage of the law be 
terminated without the requirement of the law be fulfilled? Could 
God just say, "Since you can't live up to the precepts of the law 
we'll just cancel it and start a new one"? What would this do to 
honor, respect, integrity, etc., for His law, His word? The law 
contained curses as well as blessings. If God says that death is 
just punishment for violating the law, how can He change his mind 
once the law is broken? Therefore I maintain that the curse of the 
law could not end until the "just requirement" of the law (Rom. 8:3, 
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4) be fulfilled and sin punished. It seems an impossible situation. 
How can the law produce the perfect man when it is already broken? 
And how can it be terminated until such a man be produced? But 
this is why the scheme of redemption is called a ''scheme."' God 
can find a way. 

On the basis of some principle in the Divine mind, Christ was 
allowed to become the personal Representative of Israel. ‘Tsrael is 
my son."' "Out of Egypt have I called my son." The law's demand 
was a perfect life. Christ lived the perfect life. Therefore when 
Christ kept the law, Israel kept the law because He was Israel (cf. 
Gal. 3:16.18). When Christ died, he died to the law. When the sin- 
ner symbolically dies with Christ in baptism, he too dies to the law. 
When the sinner is caught up in the life of Christ through faith, he 
has escaped the bondage of the law, which is its "curse." '"Like- 
wise, my brethren, you have died to the law through the body of 
Christ, so that you may belong to another, to him who has been 
raised from the dead in order that we may bear fruit for God" (Rom. 
7:4). Those who have been incorporated into the spiritual body of 
Christ through faith in his shed blood have fulfilled the "just re— 
quirement" of the law (Rom. 8:3,4), which is "perfection." This is 
why faith does not "make void the law" but rather establishes the 
demand of the law for perfection. That is, faith makes possible 
what the law could not bring about because of fleshly weakness. 

I gathered from bro. J's. remarks that he doesn't believe that 
God requires perfection. I had always thought this to be the most 
fundamental point in all scripture. If God doesn't require it, there 
are far too many things that cannot be understood, even including 
the death of Christ. If God does 't require it, where is the "grace" 
in forgiveness ? and what is there even to forgive if perfection is not 
a requirement. Paul said to the Romans, "Moses writes that the 
man who practices the righteousness which is based on the law 
shall live by it'' (10:5). That is, those who keep the law perfect will 
have life (eternal) by the fact of their perfection. To the Galatians 
he said, 'BBut the law does not rest on faith, for 'He who does them 
shall live by them'" (3:12); cf. Lev. 18:5). Since no one could "live 
by them" (''for all have sinned and fall short"), there was no right- 
eousness by way of law. This is why Christ is our "everything". 
He has done for us what we couldn't do for ourselves, whether we 
live under the law of Moses or under the law of sin and death. The 
great "scheme" in the scheme of redemption is that God's grace has 
allowed us to become identified with the Perfect Man, thereby 
sharing his perfection through imputed righteousness. Christ did 
not just die "on our behalf"', a phrase that may have many different 
shades of meaning, but he died as our Substitute. 

The principle of substitution is recognized, owned, and 
acted upon by all men. Every victim that has ever bled on 
a sacrificial altar, every trouble and expense which it has 
cost a father to relieve and forgive an offending son, every 
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instance of kindness shown to one for the sake of another, 
every instance of giving and taking hostages among nations, 
every honorable exercise of a government's clemency 
toward offenders at the intercession of worthy characters, 
recognize the principle of substitution (Lard's Quarterly). 

On a much broader scale, Christ kept the law for all mankind; for 
without removing the first covenant there would be no second cove-~ 
nant for both Jews and Gentiles. Bro. Jenkins has it figured out that 
if the perfection of Christ is imputed to the sinner, it makes the 
death of Christ unnecessary if the perfect life of Christ is already 
imputed. But the perfect life of Christ was not completed until His 
life was ended. "Being THEN made perfect he became the author of 
eternal life.'"' 'THe was obedient even unto death."' The faith that 
saves is "faith in his blood."" This would naturally make the death 
of Christ necessary. When our "grace-unity" brethren say that 
Christ kept the law as our substitute, they don't mean that He kept 
the law in lieu of our keeping the commandments! The idea is 
"absurd", as bro. J. would say. Christ died to honor God's law so 
as to make "grace" possible. Paul said that Christ was set forth as 
an expiation to show God's righteousness (justice) and that he then 
justifies (declares "not guilty") those who have faith in Christ (cf. 
Rom. 3:25,26). The following is from an article titled "The Atone- 
ment", appearing in Lard's Quarterly. The author is unknown by 
me since the Xeroxed copy obliterated the name and Volume No. 


The sufferings of Christ were such, both in kind and degree 
as were necessary to maintain the equity of the violated 
law, the dignity of the divine Lawgiver, respect for his 
person and character, the purity of his moral government, 
and to open a channel through which mercy might be ex- 
tended to the guilty, who voluntarily comply with the stip- 
ulated conditions. (op. cit. ) 


I am not sure just what bro. J. had in mind when he charged me 
with teaching a "legal" salvation. He sees salvation as being either 
"legal" or "by grace" (I don't think either of us would opt for an 
illegal salvation). Can we not safely say that whatever God does 
is legal, even the offer of salvation by grace. That too must rest 
upon a foundation consistent with the divine nature. My understand-~ 
ing is that the universal sin of mankind had to be dealt with before 
God could offer salvation by grace to the believer, and that Romans 
3:25, 26 is the passage that teaches it. Since Adam, there has been 
the universal sin of "rebellion" against the authority of God. Note 
that John speaks of sin in the singular in saying, ‘Behold the lamb 
of God who takes away the SIN of the world." It was the sin dealt 
with on Calvary, honoring the law of God. The legality of sin had 
to be first dealt with so as to pave the way for God's exercise of 
grace. This is my only understanding of a legal salvation. 
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The Legend of the Pew 





up et, MICHAEL HALL 
7 | One dark night I dreamed I visited 
a tree one of those BEE eal churches! Whata 
if Vr, oI nightmare! Yes, I visited a pew-less 
: KN A, et church in my dream. Instead of holy 
NY be 4, hgze re hardware, the people sat upon (gasp, 
) , 4 God forbid!) secular seats! To make 
r matters worse, they sat in a semi- 
© WW circle format and had to face each 


YL other. But the coup de grace that 
SATIRICALLY SPEAKING made it so hellish was the trick the 

" ushers played on the people. They sat 
up only enough chairs so that the place seemed packed out. That's 
right. There was no vast empty spaces in the sanctuary allowing 
for a back row. Instead of pockets of people scattered here and 
there (I don't know if I can write this without trembling), there was 
just one group, the room completely full and the atmosphere con- 
veyed warmth, closeness, and even a spirit of excitement. Well, 
as you could imagine, I couldn't stand anymore. I woke up from 
the nightmare in a cold sweat, screaming, "'God give us back the 
back of people's hairy heads! My wife calmed me down with a glass 
of cold milk and some chocolate chip cookies. But my sleep was 
uneasy for the next couple of nights. 

I could hardly stand the anxiety that struck me the following Sun- 
day morning. What if the local True Orthodox Church had been 
infiltrated? What if... someone had pulled the pews? I guess it 
was the tension that made us leave for church an hour earlier than 
usual. Fear and anguish flooded my pounding heart as we arrived. 
¥ paused at the front door and then slowly turned the knob. But God 
be praised for his faithfulness. There they were, the pews! And 
the vast empty spaces! My eyes blurred with tears. After Sunday 
School I sat behind brother Smith and counted the hairs on the back 
of his head as the sermon droned on and on. I thought of how Jesus 
must have done the same at synagogue long ago. 

But then in today's mail came announcement that the missing 
verses of Acts 20 had finally been found. The smart alec liberal 
author of the piece suggested it might be authentic. He even made 
a big deal, actually asserting that ecclesiastical furniture in the 
sanctuary did NOT start on Pentecost. He had some wild notion 
that the first worship service was a street meeting! Can you imag- 
ine such nonsense? Obvviously anybody that far-out can’t be trusted 
with textual analysis. 

Anyway, here it is. "Upon the Second Day of the Week, the elders 
of the church at Troas came together to consider the possibility 
that Eutychus, who fell out of the window, was going to slap a law- 

(turn to back cover) 


16 76 


LETTERS - from page 62 


Christians inthe world. The same questions would come around to 
haunt me continually. Weren't all of the others worshipping the 
same Lord as I? Why do we refuse to associate with any of the 
others? Why were we"'in" and all of the other denominations 'out"'? 
Because we teach baptism and they don't? Because we have "re- 
stored'' New Testament Christianity ? (Which is a lie that we have 
been deceived into thinking is the main purpose of the church). Why 
were we always being told that we had to "convert" the Baptists, 
Methodists, and the Pentecostals? Once again I began to express 
my questions and once again I was met with the same party answers 
that I had received ten years previously. It was at that point in my 
life that I began to reject the party dogma which for so long had 
only been inconsistent at best. I decided that there had to be another 
way. 

I have since been to Bible college and received a ministerial 
degree. In my years there at college I met some dear brothers and 
friends in the Lord who were also seriously questioning the present 
condition of the "Restoration Movement."' Together we gained 
strength and grew beyond the walls which had boxed us in for so 
long. It was at this time I discovered the writings of Carl Ketcher- 
side and thoroughly devoured his Mission Messengers. They made 
so much sense! I now realized that I was not alone in thinking these 
thoughts. Instead of feeling like an apostate, I began to taste the 
sweet waters of Christian freedom which wetted the parched dry 
mouth which I had been carrying around for so long. It was as if I 
had been boxed up in a musty old room and then somebody opening 
a window just a crack to let in a small breeze of fresh air. It gave 
me renewed hope and courage in my quest for complete freedom in 
Christ. 


I have been preaching now for three years and it has been only in 
the last year or so (thanks in part to your writings and others) that 
I can say that I have finally been set free from all the shackles of 
sectarianism. It is frightening, yes. There is definitely a false 
sense of security in "'toeing the party line,'' as Mr. Ketcherside has 
so aptly put it. But even though it is frightening somewhat, it is 
much more exhilerating to be unchained and unfettered. It does 
have it's adverse effects, though. I have been verbally attacked, 
maligned, liabled, and accused of being "liberal"’ by friends in the 
Lord, and even family. But despite this, at least I can claim be- 
fore my Lord that I am free of the party walls that had tried to box 
me infor so long. And that freedom is something that I will never 
give up. I can freely worship in any building anywhere — no matter 
what name is above the door —and associate with any person who 
calls upon my Jesus as Lord of their lives. The last cord that was 
binding me was baptism, and although f still believe in its extreme 


17 77 


importance in the conversion process, I have not allowed it to 
separate me from anyof my brethren in any of the other fellowships 
of believers. Dr. Martin Luther King once made a statement in one 
of his speeches which is so pertinent to my life, and I am sure to 
the lives of many others. It was ina different context but the prin-~ 
ciple still applies: "Free at last, free at last. Thank God (I'm) 
free at last!” 


So, I just wanted to take a few minutes of your time to let you 
know how grateful Iam to you, Dr. Leroy Garrett, and Carl Ketch- 
erside (who recommended your periodical to me) for helping me in 
my search, and leading me back to the real position of our Move- 
ment's forebears; which in essence was the position of the apostles. 
Iam eternally indebted to you, and I pray that someday I will have 
the privilege of meeting you — even if it be in Heaven. I see a new 
day dawning for the church universal. The fresh winds of renewal 
and revival are beginning to blow across the land. I am so thankful 
to be just a small part of it. 

Scott Davis, 270 N. Fifth, Piggott, Arkansas 72454 


NEVADA 


I grew up on nothing, heard the gospel for the first time at 19, 
was baptized at 20 then went to Harding College. Then with the 
"issues" prevailing in the early 1960's I saw that the institutional 
view was wanting. Then jn 1969 I read Romans and life has never 
been the same since then. I began to study and write about grace 
and justification and continuous cleansing long before it was fashion- 
able among conservative churches of Christ. Your articles in 
pursuit of that topic are excellent. 


BELGIUM 


You wouldn't happen to know someone who has old Mission Mes- 
senger copies? Would it be possible to make a request in your 
Ensign for folks with them to contact us if they would be willing to 
share them with us? Or have you an idea of another way to get 
ahold of back issues ? 


Well, how about it folks? Can you help? ff so, write to Henri 
Boonaerts, Vennestraat 11, Apt. 3, 3600 Genk, Belgium. - Ed. 


TEXAS - Dan Rogers 


Please accept this letter as a conciliatory effort on my part to 
restore the bond of friendship and fellowship between us that I so 
recently made havoc of. 

Unfortunately, it seems to be the case that for every two steps 
which I take forward in my personal struggle against the partisan 
attitudes in my life, I subsequently take one or two, and sometimes 
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even three steps backwards. Indeed, just when I begin to relax, 
thinking that I have finally conquered that aspect of my "sinful 
nature" (Rom. 8 NIV), sin seizes the opportunity (Rom. 7), and I 
have a relapse back into my old partisan attitudes. This is exactly 
what happened in my recent set-to with you. 

However, thanks be to God that his word is "living, " "active," 
and "sharper than any double - edged sword" (Heb. 4:12), and that 
indeed, even as I instruct others in it, I am also able to instruct 
myself (Rom. 2:21). 

-»-I very much regret the incident between us that I have pre- 
cipitated. Therefore, I earnestly request your forgiveness and 
your forbearance (Col. 3:13). And it is my sincere prayer that the 
bond of friendship and fellowship can once again be restored. 


This is in reference to the article that bro. Rogers wrote against 
my editorial titled "Intolerance, the Ancient Enemy". Having known 
of bro. Rogers’ struggle with sectarianism for some time, I was 
confident that I would eventually receive the above letter. Welcome 
back, Dan. - Ed. 


ARKANSAS = Helen Puckett 


After you published my letter in the December issue of ENSIGN 
one of the local preachers in Heber Springs wrote me up. This 
brother did a very beautiful job of '"judging’’ me and my relationship 
with God. The strange thing is this brother, during a lengthy tele- 
phone conversation, does not recall over having met me. The fact 
is he had many months ago. He made it very clear in his bulletin: 
"This lady did not write me nor is she a member of this congre- 
gation.'’ He is right on both counts. I was a member of that con- 
gregation for about four years and I left, as well as many others, 
because of this type attitude toward the members inthe pew. This 
brother speaks of membership in that congregation as being very 
exclusive, which seems to me represents avery sectarian and 
intolerant attitude toward the unity of all believers. 


This type of attitude seems to be typical of those who self-style 
themselves as "conservatives." - Ed. 


COLORADO 


With the printing of the November issue of ENSIGN, I see that 
you have concluded your fine series on "Calvinism or Scripture." 
From personal experience, I know that continued opposition to false 
thinking can get tiring. It is not very uplifting to wade through the 
twisted thinking and false accusations of some of the current writing 
in our brotherhood. Thanksfor sticking with it unti] you completed 

(turn to back cover) 
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THE LEGEND - from page 76 ) 


suit on the disciples. Hegot the idea from the Corinthians. Then 
with one accord the elders decreed after having a backroom meet- 
ing, ‘Let there be pews from now on! With pews our Eutychuses 
won't fall out of the windows for pews are far more uncomfortable 
places than windows. And so it came to be'" (Acts 20:12-16 Lost 
verses Found in the Antignosis Version). 


9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 
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your task. 

For a year now, I've been trying to wade through the book "*Neo- 
Calvinism in the Church of Christ’ by Tom Roberts, Bill Reeves, 
Wayne Partain, et. al. (Cogdill Foundation, 1980). I am trying to 
answer the gist of it in writing. I can't seem to work on it for very 
long without getting depressed, so Idoas much as I can then let it 
lay for awhile. That is why I appreciate your endurance. 

¥ am grateful that the authors in your paper continue to “hang in 
there" with their brethren in the Churches of Christ. I know that 
the Lord loves the C of C as much as he loves anyone and I know 
they need to be chalienged with the gospel as much as anyone. In 
face of so much rejection, it would be easy to pull out and go somee 
where else, but then where would a faithful witness to the gospel 
among the Churches of Christ come from? 

So I thank God for yor efforts, and pray that we will not grow 
weary of the task of trying to take “every thovght captive to the 
obedience of Christ. - Name withheld 
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OUR AIM 


R. D. ICE 


The phrase: '"'the Gospel plus nothing and nothing but the Gospel" 
should not be misunderstood. To some degree Christianity has to 
authenticate itself in terms of actual life. A "words only" Gospel 
seems only cheap talk. James points out that actions show the 
reality of our faith (James 2:18,26). Are the questions we answer 
the ones the world is asking? Remember: "'God so loved the world.."' 
(John 3:16, 17). We need to listen to the Gospel with the ears of 
others. We share acommon life with the people of our area. We 
are students (disciples) of Christ. We ought to have the "mind of 
Christ."’ The Gospel is relevant to the problems in and around our 
area. A deep realism is necessary, based on experience and study. 
Christ is the answer when the right questions are asked. 


Evangelism depends on credibility, and credibility is in turn tied 
up with or into God's love for the world. D. T. Niles wrote: "God's 
conversation with His church is a conversation about the world. 
The church must be prepared to speak about the world if it wants to 
speak with God. The world is the direct object of God's activity.” 
The church serves the world through Christ by meeting human 
needs. Credibility comes as the world perceives the church as 
serving through Christ. The moon is not itself a source of light. 
Yet this reflector of the sun can be quite useful at night. Similarly, 
the call of Christ is transmitted to the world by events which in 
themselves would be unabie to speak. The Gospel bears witness to 
the fact that God deals with people in their real world. Inthe Bible 
God's love is as universal as it is unique, both at the same time— 
and this is echoed in the minds of His students (disciples). 


Our purpose is to manifest the saving and healing presence of 
Christ among all in our society. A congregation or group cannot be 
really free and a blessing to others unless the healing ministry in 
its broad, historical meaning, i.e., biblical meaning, is being re- 
discovered. The Gospel illuminates modern life and in turn makes 
the challenge of the Gospel visible. 


122 Maple Street, Chardon, Ohio 44024 
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The Divine Creed 


J- JAMES ALBERT 

jae ee ee ee ee eee 

He said to them, "But who do you say that I am?" And 
Simon Peter answered and said, ‘You are the Christ, the 
Son of the living God.'' And Jesus answered and said to} 
him, "Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jonah, for flesh and| 
blood has not revealed this to you, but my Father who is in 
heaven" (Mat. 16:15-17). 


| While the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus asked 
them, saying, ''What do you think about the Christ? Whose 
Son is He?" (Mat. 22:41-42). 





It was the intention of our Lord that the creed of His followers 
contain but a single article, namely, ''Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
the living God."' Upon this creed he said he would build his church 
and this single article was to be the church's test of orthodoxy. 


From the day of Pentecost to the end of time all who confess their 
faith in the Lord Jesus and are willing to manifest their faith in that 
great ordinance of God that changes a person's state, immersion, 
are admitted into the fellowship of God's dear Son. Fellow Chris- 
tians should accept such persons on this very same basis and re- 
gard them as full-fledged brethren in Christ. And as long as these 
persons hold to this divine creed orally and in a manner of life 
indicative of wanting to follow and please Jesus, they are regarded 
by God as being in the fellowship of God's dear Son and should be by 
all other brethren in the fellowship. 


This was the case with the early church. That which justified and 
saved, and held all together in one blessed fellowship, was not 
assent to a system of doctrines or a formulation of opinions and 
theories. It was faith in a divine person planted deep enough in 
their hearts that they were willing to surrender their lives "in toto"' 
in humble obedience to his every command. They dared not add to 
or compromise the divine creed either in relation to immersing a 
person to change his state or as a test of orthodoxy of those who had 
been immersed into Christ and were striving to be obedient to his 
commandments. 


Lots of people in the early church were wrong about many things 
as we can learn from reading the epistles, but they were right about 
gesus. The inspired writers of the epistles never said to blackball, 
disbar, disfellowship, ostracize, or shun any brother who was 
striving to be true to the divine creed, be he lacking in ability, 
knowledge, or understanding in many areas. Neither did the in- 
spired writers ever instruct a group of Christians to pull off or 
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separate themselves from other Christians because of doctrinal 
differences and start a "faithful" or "loyal'' congregation, having 
nothing to do with their 'former" brethren. The absence of such 
instructions in the new covenant scriptures, along with plain, posi- 
tive instructions of forbearance and love, point out the fact that it 
is more important to be right about Jesus, and maybe wrong in 
some doctrinal interpretations, than it is to be supposedly right in 
doctrinal interpretation, and wrong about Jesus. 


The creed of the early church was a personal relationship to 
Jesus Christ. That was how it was intended to be. Alexander 
Campbell once wrote: "Christianity, as we have a thousand times 
affirmed, is essentially a ‘personal’ affair — subject, object, inter- 
course, cOmmunion, all is personal" (Millennial Harbinger, 1855, 
p.- 364). Also, Campbell, in his debate with N. L. Rice, pointed 
out the fact that when the church had no creed but Christ, ‘'the 
interval from the death of the apostles to the year two hundred "was 
the purest and most harmonious, united, prosperous and happy 
period of the church" (p. 901). 


What I have stated thus far was the thinking and stance of the in- 
stigators and early leaders of the American Restoration Movement. 
Alexander Campbell saw human creeds as one of the four main tools 
of ecclesiastical tyranny. He defined a human creed as "an abstract 
of human opinions concerning the supposed cardinal articles of 
communion" (Mil. Harb. 1832, p. 344). When Campbell insisted 
in his debate with N. L. Rice that the only binding creed was the 
biblical confession of faith made by Peter in Matthew 16:16, Rice 
charged him with being too broad and too liberal. Campbell replied 
with the following: 

"The gentleman complains that our foundation is too broad — too 
liberal. It is indeed broad, liberal, and strong. If it were not so, 
it would not be a Christian foundation. Christianity is a liberal 
institution." (p. 808) 

We who are heirs of the American Restoration Movement have 
departed from divine intention and the example of the early church. 
We have digressed from the truth ferreted out for us by such pio- 
neers as Alexander Campbell. Onur slogan has been "no creed but 
Christ,"' but that has not been the case. Each faction of the move- 
ment has its human creed. As an example, let me use the faction 
in which I was raised. The 1979 Directory of this faction says the 
following: 

"The aim of this directory is to list the congregations of the 
Church of Christ, who oppose the use of the instrumental music and 
the class system of teaching in faith and practice. These congrega- 
tions advocate and practice the use of one cup of unfermented fruit 
of the vine, and the use of one unfermented bread on the Lord's 
Table. The bread is only broken as each member takes the portion 
of the bread as it is passedto him. These congregations do not use 
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preachers or teachers who advocate or fellowship those who use 
instrumental music, classes, cups, wine or the breaking of the 
bread into two or more parts before passing it to the congregation. 
If any of you see any of the above unscriptural practices in any of 
the congregations listed, please let me know. I have had to drop 
some of the congregations because they were using preachers and 
teachers who feilowshipped an unscriptural practice. { have not 
visited all the congregations listed, and I must depend upon you to 
xeep me informed." 


It is very evident that the above teachings are essentially the 
human creed of these congregations. The members of these con- 
gregations differ on many other things. Infact, the compiler of the 
directory says, "Listed in the Directory are those who differ on the 
marriage question, the war question, the order of worship and other 
things."’ Generally these latter things are not made a test of fellow- 
ship. There is a faction though within this faction that makes the 
marriage question a test of fellowship. 


Our slogan "'no creed but Christ" is an empty one. We have per- 
petuated a slogan of our forefathers while not really understanding 
or putting into practice the meaning of it. We have substituted 
deductions and inferences from the scriptures in place of the divine 
creed which is the foundation of hope and unity. This is not only 
unscriptural, it is anti-scriptural. It is also unreasonable. The 
consequences have been confusing. 


It is not my aim that persons or congregations like those listed in 
the above Directory give up their "peculiar" thinking or teaching on 
such subjects as instrumental music, the Sunday School, and the 
setting and observance of the Lord's Supper. I'm not asking anybody 
to violate their conscience in their observance of these or similar 
practices. I still conform to the way I have been taught since my 
youth in the practices named in the above creed. 


It is my aim to promote a broader view of fellowship which the 
divine creed demands. It is my aim to get us to drop human creeds. 
How can we castigate those we term denominations whose practice 
is to enfold these interpretations of certain biblical passages into a 
human creed when we do the very same thing but won't admit to it? 
Why can't we put things such as those in the human creed cited 
above in the same category as ‘'the marriage question, the war 
question, the order of worship and other things’? Why can't we 
recognize and welcome a sincere brother in our assemblies as well 
as on the meeting-house doorstep? Why treat him as an enemy or 
as a heathen for an hour between the opening song and closing 
prayer? So he differs with us in some interpretations! Who is 100% 
in agreement with anybody else? Is our faith so weak that we would 
lose it if somebody was recognized who disagreed with us in one or 
more of the party tests? And do we not have the ability to discern 
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those who are factious and trouble - makers from those who are 
loving and sincere and would not harm you or your congregation 
anymore than they would their own physical child? 


It has not been many years that things like instrumental music, 
the Sunday School, cups, etc., have been made tests of fellowship. 
When the instrument was first brought into the Churches of Christ 
those who opposed it did not make it a test of fellowship. My life 
overlapped with brethren who opposed cups and classes, but who 
would extend the right hand of fellowship to those who disagreed. 
They didn't require that those who disagreed conform in thinking, 
but expected them as brethren in Christ to respect their personal 
convictions and practices. 


It was as brethren lost sight of the centrality of Jesus that they 
began to make deductions and inferences from the scriptures tests 
of fellowship. These deductions and inferences became greater than 
the bond we have in Jesus. As leaders tried to establish deductions 
and inferences they got a taste of power and control and Satan subtly 
used this avenue to breed the party spirit. Our attitude toward 
Jesus and each other changed. Each faction looked upon itself as 
being exclusively right with Jesus, and if you wanted to be right 
with Jesus you had to be right with the party. In some parties you 
not only have to be right in thinking and practice, but can't be too 
friendly toward those labeled 'brethren-in-error."' 


We are under God's righteous judgment for setting ourselves up 
as judges of the so-called sectarians for their human creeds whil«: 
we have done the same thine. The inspired Paul wrote the following: 


"Therefore you are inexcusable, QO man, whoever you are who 
judge, for in whatever you judge another you condemn yourself; for 
you who judge do the same things. But we know that the judgment of 
God is according to truth against those who practice such things. 
And do you think this, OQ man, you who judge those who do such 
things, and do the same, that you will escape the judgment of God''? 
(Rom. 2:1-3). 

I know that some influential brethren whom I love dearly disagree 
with what I have written. I know that some other brethren whom I 
also love dearly generally agree with what I have written, but who 
fear repercussions and consequences generated by the former. To 
the former I ask them to think impartially and seriously about what 
I have written. AndIclose by asking, "Has our position and prac- 
tice these last several decades answered the prayer of Jesus for 
peace and unity, or have they resulted in more confusion and 
divisions ?" 


P. O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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THEOLOCY & SCRIPTURE 


DAN WALTERS 





Editor's Note: Dan Walters preaches for a non-institutional Church 
of Christ in Fletcher, North Carolina. He is a staff writer for the 
Guardian of Truth magazine. 


In the December 1983 issue of Ensign the editor reviewed an 
article of mine on "The Danger of Intellectualism" which had ap- 
peared in the October 8, 1983 issue of Guardian of Truth. Since 
Brother Kilpatrick's name was mentioned in the article, it was 
certainly proper for him to review my material. I made the point 
that any one who could answer a denominational preacher in debate 
could answer Kilpatrick. That is not to say that the editor of Ensign 
is simplistic in his arguments or that he is less than competent in 
the defense of his doctrine. In fact Iused Brother Kilpatrick as an 
example because he is probably the most articulate spokesman for 
his particular viewpoint. But that viewpoint is contrary to Scripture 
in many respects, and it is also nearly identical to the conception of 
the mainline, conservative protestant denominations usually referr- 
ed to as the "evangelicals." 


It is my opinion that the love of inteliectualism and theology has 
been a factor in the conversion of some young preachers to that 
system of doctrine propagated by Ensign. Brother Kilpatrick is 
correct in saying that theology, in the literal sense, is merely ‘'a 
study about God."’ But everyone knows that the word has come to 
mean much more than simply a study of the Bible. One definition 
of "theologize" is ‘'to theorize or speculate upon theological sub- 
jects" (The American College Dictionary). Ordinary preachers or 
Bible students are not usually considered theologians today. This 
title is reserved for those who write profound treatises on religious 
subjects, which usually contain as much or more human wisdom 
than simple explanation of Scripture. Calvin was such a theologian. 
He formulated a logical religious philosophy, but many of his pre- 
mises cannot be established from a simple exegesis of Scripture. 
In fact he borrowed some of them from an earlier theologian, 
Augustine of Hippo, instead of learning them from a_ study of the 
Bible. Some of our brethren have made the same mistake in bor- 
rowing ideas from Alexander Campbell, of whom it was said by one 
observer that ''as he was discoursing in his learned manner many 
people who heard him did not understand him any more than did the 
sheep and cattle grazing in the field near where the audience was 
seated." 


However, with the exception of Campbell, there have been few 
non- denominational Christians of the New Testament variety who 
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would qualify as theologians in the usual sense. So some of our 
young men are being drawn to denominational theologians, and they 
are learning things from them about the Bible that just aren't to be 
found in the Bible. But nevertheless, in digesting such a heavy diet, 
they ‘profess themselves to be wise."' Brother Kilpatrick asks me 
to specify those denominational teachings of which he and others of 
the new Unity Movement are guilty. I will give three examples: (1) 
salvation by faith only. (2) baptism not essential to salvation, and 
(3) the blood of Christ does not really wash away sins. Our brethren 
have held numerous debates with denominational preachers on the 
first two issues. The third has not been emphasized, but is implicit 
in Calvinism. Any brother who could answer a Baptist preacher on 
such issues could answer Brother Kilpatrick. 


Salvation by faith only is a mistaken concept based on a mis- 
understanding of Paul's arguments against the Jewish legalists of 
his day. The best cure for this confusion is a thorough study of 
Hebrews 11, the faith chapter of the Bible, and a comprehension of 
just how Noah was saved from the flood, by faith, and how the walls 
of Jericho fell, by faith. Next we simply ask the question as to 
whether Noah would have been saved if he had not built the ark, and 
whether Jericho would have fallen if the Israelites had not marched 
around it the prescribed number of times. It does not take a learned 
theologian to come up with the answers. 


Brother Kilpatrick said in the November 1983 issue of Ensign that 
"if brethren make even baptism a condition for receiving eternal 
life, then they have done exactly what the Galatians did." He goes 
on to say that those who do so “fall under the same anathema as the 
first century Galatians."' So not only does he teach that baptism is 
not essential to salvation, but. that those who believe that it is the 
accursed (and it logically follows that they will be lost if they do not 
change their views.) Well, brethren did not make baptism a con- 
dition for salvation, Jesus Christ and His apostles did (Mark 16:16; 
Acts 2:38; Gal. 3:21; etc. ). Such passages are so simple that only 
a real theologian could misunderstand them. 


But what really ''takes the cake" is Brother Kilpatrick's teaching 
that our sins are not really washed away in the blood of Christ when 
we respond to the gospel, or that forgiveness of sins does not make 
us righteous. There is no doctrine so plain and so often taught in 
the New Testament, unless it be the divinity of Christ, as that of 
salvation by remission of sins. Search through the entire Bible and 
you cannot find anything but sin that makes man unrighteous, unjust- 
fied, lost, or separated from God. Now if that sin is removed, 
the man must then be righteous, justified, saved, and reconciled to 
God. But Brother Kilpatrick argues that the sin is not really re- 
moved; it is merely hidden, or covered up- And in that case the 
man is still unrighteous and lost, so the only way he can be saved 
is for God to impute to him the personal righteousness of Christ. 
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Such a notion is not only absent from the Bible, but it contradicts a 
number of plain Scriptures. Read the first half of Hebrews 10; also 
Revelations 1:5,6. Christ said that He shed His blood "for the re- 
mission of sins" (Matt. 26:28), and we are told that we receive that 
remission of sins when we respond to the Gospel (Acts 2:38). When 
we receive remission of sins, or forgiveness, we are pardoned, 
and God will remember our sins no more (Heb. 8:12). In that case, 
Since our sins are gone, they can no longer be held against us, we 
are righteous. Is this our own righteousness or the righteousness 
of Christ? It is most certainly the latter. For it is a righteousness 
which we could not attain by our own efforts, but was given to us by 
the heavenly Father through the precious shed blood of His Son. 
Our own righteousness would be a righteousness attained by our own 
meritorious works, and not dependent upon the grace of God. That 
is simple enough for the "fools" of Isaiah 35:8 to understand. It 
takes the help of a theologian to misunderstand it. 


Route 3, Box 379, Fletcher, North Carolina 28732 


EDITORIAL REPLY 


Iam complimented that bro. Walters thinks that I am an "artic- 
ulate spokesman" for my particular viewpoint. But then he had to 
go and mess it up by disagreeing with my viewpoint! However, even 
though we disagree on several particulars, I appreciate the spirit 
of his reply. We're not always handled this gently by those of the 
non-institutional persuasion. In the following I will refer to bro. 
Walters’ article by paragraph number, beginning with paragraph 2. 


#2. Here bro. Dan defines the word theologize as, ‘to theologize 
or speculate upon theological subjects,"’ which is correct. But in 
his original article I took issue with his definition of "modern theo- 
logians,'’ to wit: "The modern theologian is a religious philosopher 
who is not content with simple Bible statements, but insists upon 
harmonizing everything into a semi-logical pattern which fits certain 
preconceived theological assumptions."* So without making any ex- 
ceptions to the above, he placed all modern theologians (I suppose 
he means "contemporary" theologians) in the same class as the 
radical liberals. While his definition may be true of some, it is 
misleading to say that all theologians study the scriptures with pre- 
conceived theological assumptions. Some theologians may "theolo- 
gize"’ just as some preachers may "theorize", but would bro. Dan 
say that all preachers are theorizers. "Theology", says Robert 
Brinsmead, "is the attempt to explain faith"; and it is Just as simple 
as that. Any scholar who would attempt to "explain faith" from a 
partisan point of view is not worthy of the title of theologian. 


I suspect that when bro. Walters wrote the article on "The Dan- 
gers of Intellectualism", he was aiming the article more toward our 
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young preachers because so many of them are breaking out of the 
partisan fold. They are-no longer content to allow preachers and 
editors to dictate how they should understand the scriptures. It is 
not intellectualism that is turning the heads of the younger genera- 
tion, but a stiff, stale, unyielding system of dogmatism that chains 
the mind to past, traditional interpretations of scripture. What 
Dan sees as a "danger" to the church, I see as a ray of hope. The 
fact that young preachers are starting to think for themselves may 
indicate that at long last we are emerging from the dark ages. 
Bruce Edwards said it well in the Sept. '83 issue of Ensign, "There 
are no lockstep thinkers among the new ‘antis'; more of them are 
seeing through the tragedy of division and isolation which is main- 
tained under the guise of "guarding the truth'."' I would even say 
that those new antis are coming closer to learning the more mean- 
ingful truths, such as law, grace, righteousness, etc-., than any 
other generation since the great Protestant Reformation. They may 
weil be the ones to return the modern church to the original resto- 
ration concept, the unity of all believers in Christ. Let's not con- 
fuse intellectualism with spiritual development. 


#3. It seems that Dan is here assuming that if one teaches a 
doctrine taught by a denomination (we're not one of those, you see), 
then it just has to be wrong on that basis. But I could name a good 
number of doctrines taught by denominations that are also taught by 
Dan. Does that make him wrong? Of course not! Then it just may 
be possible that we too might be right in teaching a doctrine taught 
by a "denomination. "' The important Question is whether or not it 
is taught in Scripture. 


Dan deals with three things which he believes to be denominational 
teachings; namely, (1) Salvation by faith alone. (2) Baptism is not 
essential to salvation, and (3) The blood of Christ does not really 
wash away Sins. 


#4. (1) Salvation by faith alone. A statement like this appearing 
out of context (or in no context), makes it appear that I am advoca- 
ting the very thing opposed in James 2. But when I wrote on this 
subject before, it was in the context of Romans 3, and namely verse 
27. What I said was in reference to "justification'', and not sancti- 
fication, as assumed by bro. Dan, evidenced by his referral to 
Hebrews 11, the “faith chapter''. Those heroes of Hebrews 11 are 
good examples of faith in practice, the very subject of James 2; for 
in them we "see how that by their works they are justified, and not 
by mental assent alone." This is not the subject of Romans 3:27. 
Paul had gone to great lengths to explain how that the Gentiles were 
in a state of unrighteousness "without law" and that the Jews were 
also in the same state of unrighteousness even though they had the 
law. In other words, the Gentiles were sinners without law and the 
Jews were sinners with law. He places both Jew and Gentile on the 
same level before God because neither justification nor unrighteous- 
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ness depends upon keeping or not keeping the law. All were guiltv 
of sin. He explained that faith is now the great equalizer between 
Jew and Gentile, that is, faith is now the manner in which both Jews 
and Gentiles come to God for salvation. The Jews couldn't boast of 
being the favorites of God because of their works of obedience to 
law. Here is Paul's conclusion on the matter: 


What then becomes of our boasting? It is excluded. On 
what principle? On the principle of works? No, but on the 
principle of faith. (Rom. 3:27) 


Why is boasting excluded on the principle of faith? Because there 
are no works of merit associated with faith. Faith is not acquired 
because the sinner put forth some strenuous effort to achieve it. 
Faith is also a gift of God, and in this way salvation is by the grace 
of God without the slightest trace of works. If faith were to incor- 
porate works, then grace is nullified. Now it doesn't take a theo- 
logian to figure out that if works are excluded from the scheme of 
redemption, it leaves only one other alternative, faith! Therefore, 
it is proper in this context to say that ''salvation is by faith alone." 
This is the context in which it appeared before. Why would Dan now 
make it appear that I teach "'salvation by mental assent alone’'? 
This is not what ''denominations"' mean when they say that salvation 
is by faith alone. As far as I can tell they mean exactly what we 
have stated above. Faith alone does not do away with "activity" in 
the scheme of redemption. It removes works as the "cause" of 
justification, thereby removing the merit of good works and allows 
salvation to rest upon grace. 


(2) Baptism is not essential to salvation. Here is another state- 
ment that looks bad without a context. When I wrote that if brethren 
make even baptism a condition for receiving eternal life, they are 
guilty, just as were the Galatians, because they have turned an 
"activity’' (baptism) into a law and base salvation upon the keeping 
of that law. The Galatians were not satisfied to accept the grace of 
God alone as their grounds of salvation. They wanted to add law- 
keeping to the process. Making baptism a law is a process that 
introduces the element of works and works makes the grace of God 
null and void. Brethren whenever you set forth any kind of work 
(and work only means obedience to law or commandments) as a 
"condition" of salvation, you have introduced the "merit" of meeting 
that condition. This is the very principle rejected by Pau! in Rom. 
3:27. Justification (not sanctification) is by faith alone, and not on 
the merit of works nor even on the merit of faith. 


If God saves "because of" faith, then that places faith in the same 
category as works. Faith within itself does not save, but allows the 
sinner to enter into "grace". Paul said that we are justified by faith 
in Christ and that ''through him we have obtained ACCESS to that 
grace in which we stand" (Rom. 5:1-2). Note that faith allows us to 
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enter the spiritual body of Christ which provides access to God's 
grace. Salvation is always "through" faith and "through" baptism, 
but neither of them will ever be the "grounds" of that salvation. 
Those who attempt to place conditions on receiving eternal life 
make salvation by grace impossible, and they are guilty in principle 
just as were the Galatians. It might be worth noting that the Gala- 
tians fell from grace. Note this quote from Lard’s Quarterly. 

"Tt is because baptism is the overt act of faith that it is for re- 
mission of sins. Baptism is not for remission in the same sense 
that the blood of Christ is for remission. The former is the pro- 
curing cause and the latter is the medium through which faith 
reaches the efficacy of the blood of atonement. In no other sense 
than as the overt act of faith is baptism in order to remission of 
sins" ("The Atonement", p. 190). 

Baptism as such does not forgive sins. Nor is forgiveness pre- 
dicated upon God's "seeing if the sinner will obey.'' He already 
tmows what the sinner will do before he does it. Forgiveness (the 
overlooking of sin and freedom from punishment reserved for the 
law.-breaker) comes only through faith in the shed blood of Christ. 
Remission does not come about because of submission to an ordin- 
ance, for this would make baptism a work of merit. Nor is remis- 
sion even the prime consideration of baptism, but rather the mental 
assurance it gives the believer that his sins are forgiven. 

Baptism is an ordinance from God and plays an important part in 
rectifying the conscience, a matter which is essential in enabling 
the sinner to live at peace with himself. The design of baptism is 
to provide a visible act that depicts a spiritual operation, the for- 
giveness of sins. It matters not whether sins are forgiven at that 
exact moment of baptism, for God makes the determination as to 
when. The important thing is that the sinner BELJEVES that his 
sins are forgiven, for, as Peter said, it is the answer to a clear 
conscience (i Pet. 3:21). 

Baptism was not given as a test of faith but as a means through 
which the sinner may denomstrate his faith by "rehearsing" the 
gospel. He sees himself symbolically dying and being buried with 
Christ, and then being symbolically raised in "newness of life", 
while the "old man of sin'' remains buried in the watery grave. 
A spiritual operation must have a visible background before it can 
be understood. God's gift of baptism provides the answer. 





#6. (3) The blood of Christ does not really wash away sins. I 
feel confident that bro. Dan has a better understanding of what I 
teach than what he lets on. The point he introduces here is the 
same as we have discussed in the last several issues with bro. 
Jesse Jenkins. Bro. Walters should be able to see that "washing 
away Of sins in the blood of Christ" is a figurative term. How does 
one ‘‘wash" in redemption? How is one washed in the "blood" of 

(turn to back cover? 
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BAPTISM AND PRAYER 


LYLE E. SCHAEFER 


We're all familiar with Peter's statement that baptism doth also 
save us. Indeed, our interpretation of these words have separated 
us not only from the unbelieving world but from many believers as 
well. But I fear that our interpretation may have separated some 
of us from dependence on God, also. In fact, many are content with 
the water immersion without the immersion into struggle. There- 
fore I ask a question similar to one Jesus asked the early disciples; 
Doth baptism now save us from the baptism with which Jesus was 
baptized ? 


It’s interesting that Jesus' baptism, according to Luke's account, 
included prayer; for Luke 3:21 tells us of Jesus being baptized and 
praying. It's interesting because I feel that it brings to light a 
missing piece in our gospel pattern. Indeed, is not our pattern 
simply a do-it-yourself liturgy? Prayer is not very high on the 
church's priority list. In fact, prayer is viewed as just another act 
we do to set ourselves straight with the law when we stray away. 
Yet, in contrast to our singing songs of relief and joy, Jesus’ bap- 
tism was followed by the putting on of the armour of God and 
immediate fighting in the wilderness. How strange it must seem to 
us to read of the Son of man praying to the Father, since He had no 
sins for which to ask forgiveness. How sad it is that we see no 
need to seek the Father's guidance and strength in prayer, since we 
have the guide book and our own ability to follow it blamelessly. 
How foolish it must seem to us that the early believers met for 
prayer, as we meet for study and lectures. Have we been so busy 
seelaing God's "pattern’' that we have not recognized the very Son 
of God and His pattern of prayer amid the sorrows and troubles we 
all face in our "wilderness"? 


There is a ‘wilderness" out there. And, unlike many who go 
forth from the baptistery with their lesson plans to attack other 
believers, Jesus went forth with prayer and wrestled not against 
flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against 
the rulers of darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness 
in high places. He realiced that after baptism the constant struggle 
with the flesh and Satan just begins. Indeed, the p2ace which Jesus 
left with us was not the peace the world gives—even though some of 
us are obsessed with understanding this peace which passeth all 
understanding. I doubt that Paul would substitute the grace of God 
with a gospel of "having your own personal savior in your heart" or 
a gospel of necessary inferences. But do we not, foolishly, provide 
our own peace by assuring ourselves that we have fulfilled a holy, 
Sunday-morning pattern or an authorized method of baptism? Yet, 
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it's written that our struggles discipline us and actually train us 
for peace (Heb. 12:1-12). And James reminds us that in our trials 
our faith is made mature and complete (James 1:2-4). During the 
days of Jesus‘ life on earth He offered up prayers and petitions 
with loud cries and tears to the one who could save Him from death; 
and He learned obedience from what He suffered and, once made 
perfect, He became the source of eternal salvation for all who obey 
Him (Heb. 5:7-10). 


Have we eliminated the need for maturity in the faith and the 
“wilderness” from which it comes, by being content with our self- 
righteousness—never really testing our armour by facing our un- 
righteousness or Satan himself? There probably is much truth in 
the statement that Jack of struggles may indicate one is walking 
with Satan rather than against him. Giving in to Satan will give us 
a peace that only he can give. Andthere is no doubt that he would 
be pleased if we would concentrate on our baptistery and chura - 
service patterns, rather than on our unrighteousness. Just as there 
is much rejoicing in heaven over one sinner who repents, no doubt 
Satan rejoices over one "baptized" Christian who sees no need to go 
to the Father in prayer for strength; for where there is no struggle 
there is no need for strength and perseverence. 


Are we making disciples who are prepared for the “'wilderness" 
and prepared always to pray, and not to faint, that we may be 
accounted worthy to escape all the things that shall come to pass? 
Are we prepared for the baptism that follows the water immersion? 
Or are we content to play church without ever being led by the 
Spirit into the wilderness and experiencing despair, that we might 
not rely on ourselves but on God (2 Cor. 1:3-11)? Is our trust in 
right theology or in a loving Father in heaven? 


Pray without ceasing, for before one can understand the theology 
of prayer, one must first begin to pray. 


6386 S.W. 42nd Street, Miami, Florida 33155 








Just a reminder that our subscription rate increases this month to 
$5. 00 per year. Considering the cost of other publications this is 
still a bargain. It would help us greatly if you would make a mental 
check of the last time you renewed your subscription, and then re- 
new if you are behind. Many of you are way behind! Thanks. Ed. 


SYMPATHY 


We extend our deepest sympathy to bro. Clayton Click in the 
recent passing of his wife, Eva Click, who died after a long illness. 
The Click family have long been members of the Grassy Church of 
Christ, Arab, Alabama. She will be missed by us all, but we will 
see her again. - Editor. 
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THE DEACON 
AND THE POLITICIAN 


By Michael Hall 


Two men attended the same church. 
The first was a very faithful mem- 
ber who had been a deacon for many 
years. The other was a new con- 
vert who only last year had been a 
politician. Every night the deacon 
prayed, ''O Lord God, I thank thee 
that I have Thy Truth delivered 
once for all to Thy saints, and am a 
memYer of the True Church. I 
thank Thee that we have restored 
Thy Church after the Great Apostasy, and know in all accuracy the 
five steps to salvation. Thank Thee Hoty God that we are not like 
other churches, denominations with earthly headquarters, with 
earthly publishing companies, or with Big Men in the brotherhood 
who call the shots. Thank Thee for our local autonomy and heip us 
to keep the pressure on those overly independent churches that bring 
in liberais from the north! Oh Lord I go only to the services of the 
True Church; I attend three times every week; I read only the Ortho- 
dox papers, and depend solely on my perfect knowledge and obedi- 
ence to thy ordinances. I thank Thee especially that I'm not like 
those nasty liberals who observe the holy communion on other days 
than Sunday or who believe that they are Right-with-Thee because 
of the imparted righteousness of Jesus. I thank Thee rather that 
Thou will save me in the end because we have the right name 
on our church building, and immerse people five times if it’s 
necessary to get every toe and hair under the water at the same 
time, and only use Welsh's Grape Juice in the Communion. Yea, we 
thank thee that we only support the orthodox Colleges; don't smoke 
or take the first step toward social drinking by using actual wine in 
the Communion. Thank Thee for our righteousness. In Jesus’ name, 
Amen." 

"The ex-politican, at his home, also prayed. ‘God, thank you so 
much that you loved me and gave Jesus to take my place so I could 
experience your friendship. For such mercy to a sinner like me, I 
really thank you. I don't deserve it; may your love and forgiveness 
flow richly in me. I love You forever. Amen.‘ 

Now which of these two, do you think, was pleasing to God? Would 
Jesus affirm today, as he once did, that he who looks outside of 
himsejf to the righteousness of another was justified, or the one 
who had a high level of morality and churchmanship? Should we 
pray, "God help me not to be like that nasty Pharisee''? or "God 
enable me to know the contrition of that dirty, good-for - nothing 
publican"? (Luke 18:9-14). 

9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 
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Edited by: 
BRUCE EDWARDS, JR. 


CROSS 1710 Clough Street, #118 
REFERENCES Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


NOTE: The following is a true story. 


Dear Michael: 

I got your letter today. You talked of wanting to die. Somebody 
has said, ‘People who say they want to die really mean they wish 
they had something to live for."' I don't really believe you want to 
cease to live. The fact is, what the world has shown you hasn't 
impressed you too much. You can't change the world your logic 
goes—so it's best just to by-pass it altogether. 

Mike, don't you see that's just what Jesus and His apostles have 
been telling us all along? That the world, as it is, is not worth 
living for? That we're living on a fallen planet, a planet that is 
closer to death each day and destined for oblivion? The Bible tells 
us that things are not as God has planned it since the Garden, and 
Adam and Eve and us? Christians, more than any other people, 
ought to have their eyes wide open. For that reason they should be 
better prepared to handle the frustrations and disappointments of 
this world better than anyone else. But it doesn't always work that 
way. Your Christian training and growth have obviously not pre- 
pared you for the way you are feeling at this moment? What now? 

What unrealized dreams do you have, Mike? What hopes, pleas- 
ures, joys have eluded you? Make a list. Then offer them to Jesus: 
“Here, Lord, these are the things that I think will make me happy.” 
Then ask Him to give you the things that will really fulfill you. You 
remember that Jesus told us, "Il came to give you life, and life 
more abundantly."" What was He saying to us there? Something 
like, "I came to give you something more than bare existence—not 
just more food or pretty clothes, to teach you that life is more than 
what you can eat or drink or how many women or men you have, 
how many college degrees you can attain, how much power money 
can accumulate."" You see, Mike, being a Christian is not "being 
religious" in a particular way, but being the man or woman God 
called Adam and Eve to be. When our Lord came, he was despised 
not because he was too religious, but because he was not religious 
enough. He was too real, too genuine—man as He ought to be, life 
and it ought to be lived—with courage, honor, with laughter and 
tears... 
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I'm 31 now, but I can still remember being 19. I don't think it is 
so strange that you should have such strong feelings about life, and 
death. I remember well the uncertainties, the anxieties, the ap- 
prehensions. You mentioned "hating life.’' What you hate is not life; 
it is the emptiness of what the world calls life which you hate. it is 
bogus, counterfeit, not genuine. You haven't really tasted life yet, 
or have tasted in such fleeting circumstances that you have not 
been able to savor it for what it is or can be. No, it is not so 
surprising that you have such sensitive feelings about life and its 
quality—but that so few of us have your sensitivity. Some people 
never achieve it. Most of us are content to drift through life never 
asking any hard questions—content to fill our stomachs with God's 
daily bread, never pausing to thank or praise him. 

What's happened? You know when we'rechildren, we have lively 
imaginations. We like stories, colors, dreams. We wonder at that 
butterfly, that train. We ask, how do fish breathe? Then something 
happens. The world becomes too familiar. We begin to take things 
for granted. We goto school and our science teacher seems to be 
able to explain everything. Our TV sets become part-time parents. 
We begin to trade in our real selves for the false images the world 
sells us: the beauty queen, the sports here, the schoiar, the power- 
monger, the religious fanatic. 

But what Christ offers us is this: to be born over, to “become as 
little children,"' with a fresh start. Do you see why so much of 
Jesus's teaching was couched in such concepts as children, birth, 
milk and meat? We need to recover our innocence, our sense of 
wonder, to renew our sense of life as adventure with glory and 
grandeur of our childhood imaginations. 

We Christians seem to have been missing the point for a long 
time. Instead of seeing the world for what it is, its means, its 
power, its tactics, we slowly gravitate toward their use. We be- 
come worldly... First, we are "'Christians,'’ then we become merely 
"respectable citizens.'’ Finally, Jesus, the Scriptures, heaven— 
they all hold little motivation for us. We're sold on the world. 

You've seen a lot of religious misery in your short time on the 
earth and in the body of Christ: church squabbles, scandals in the 
brotherhood, hurt feelings, lost souls. This is unfortunate and it 
can be depressing; but it's probably good that you have seen it and 
know it's there. Now you can get down to business. Not only is 
the world imperfect, as you already know, so are the Christian who 
have been called to help redeem it — you and I included. 

At this point, Mike, there are three responses you can make: (1) 
you can ignore it all, like the priest and the Levite in the Samaritan 
parable, going your own way, smug, indifferent, and resigned to 
bitterness. (2) you can give up all together, becoming cynical and 
resolving never to risk trusting people again, living isolated from 
any close relationships. Or (3), you can acknowledge the imper- 
fections of the world, your brethren, and yourself, and start again, 
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determined to find out what you do to make things better in your 
corner of the world. You can guess which is the best response of 
the three—but you should know that I have tried them all and I too 
am too often saddled with self-pity, doubt and despair. I guess 
there's only so many times a person can endure getting his/her 
heart stepped on before he.recoils in anger and bitterness. And 
sometimes it takes facing death, or the desire for it, to get one's 
thinking straight. 

I like to think I have a high threshold of pain. But I can’t imagine 
what it would be like to live, as some do, with disease or paralysis. 
Yet once upon a time, a certain Person took our place on the most 
painful cross, undergoing the most humiliating persecution ever 
devised by man. When He cried out, there was no one at home in 
the universe, including his own father. When Jesus hunz on that 
cross, with all my sins and yours, and the sins of the world, he 
was surrounded by hundreds of snickering, slandering cutthroats 
laughing and leering and betting on who would get his torn clothing. 
That is to say, we were there, standing side by side. When you 
think of that kind of love, that calibre of commitment, it is difficult 
to talk about wanting to die, Mike. Jesus died so we might live, 
not die. And live more abundantly. 

Let me ask you the awkward question. How much time have you 
spent in prayer, lately? Mind you, I’m not talking about the kind 
of formality intoned over Super Bowls or the dinner table or mum- 
bled half -attentively at bed-time. And !'m not talking about the 
cliches we sometimes hear in public prayers, ''the ready recollec- 
tions" and ''no fears of molestation in our humble abodes" so often 
quoted. I’m talking about a personal sense of Jesus' presence and 
care--prayer which is not just mouthing old wives tales, but which 
is a direct and candid conversation with God—no holds barred. 
Remember Tevye in Fiddler on the Roof? That's prayer: talking to 
God.- not as the principal of the school where you've been caught 
smoking at lunch time, but as a Father who knows what you need 
even before you ask, Someone you can talk to when you're sad or 
heartbroken or angry, depressed or excited, at any time, for any 
reason. He‘s there. He hears. He answers. I know. I try to tell 
him everything, not because he needs to hear it, but because I need 
to tell him. I ask for help and strength, I ask for frivolous things 
too, but also I tell him thanks and praise for what he's already done. 

I don't scoff at what you call your unbearable pain. I just know 
you can deal with it, if you will. In some ways, your retreat into 
isolation is a shirking of responsibility. A responsibility to what 
or whom? Well, obviously, to Jesus—your Master and Benefactor. 
But also to yourself: in humility face yourself, what sinful attitudes 
or behavior amI refusing to give up? That's a starting place. If 
nothing stands out, then consider —ask, Am I just being lazy or 
selfish or stubborn? Or, am I paralyzed by fear of failure? Mike, 
don't be timid or shy about facing your own imperfections, internal 
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struggles. You have them like all of us rebels. The difference is 
that some of us have been saved. We know Jesus the Liberator. 
You will fail many times—at least Ihave. There is, regrettably, a 
sad trail of failures back there in the darkness. Every once ina 
while, the devil rattles that chain of failures andl cringe. But the 
Lord delivers me everytime I call on him. He silences that pros- 
ector from His throne on high, the devil cannot practice law in 
God's court anymore. 

I'll quit sermonizing now. But, one or two more things, Mike. 
‘rust in God" means exactly that. Trusting him means that daily 
you'll seek your life from him; you believe and expect that he will 
take care of you in all circumstances. That doesn't mean you won't 
ever get acold, or that you won't ever wish you had something; it 
doesn't mean that there will never come a problem or a trial. The 
world is still out there. But it does mean he will walk every step 
of the way with you to support and bless you. One thing God does: 
He plays by the rules. He asked nothing of you that His So: has not 
also endured, and because of his endurance can promise us hope, 
confidence and strength. 

Trust means you will have a sense of God's presence wherever 
you are, whatever you are doing. And that means a bit of work. 
Do you think Abraham felt God's presence easily while he was 
driving those tent pegs day in and day out, searching for Canaan? 
Do you think it was simple for Moses to rest in God's care with 
fifty thousand Egyptians on chariots at his back? Was it a cinch 
for Paul to sense God's presence when he survived the stoning at 
Lystra? No, Mike: trusting God isn't pretending that he might be 
there, but being convinced that He is and will be beside us from the 
day we ask him into our lives. 

Trusting God means dedicating to him whatever you're doing: 
playing your oboe, eating strawberry shortcale, rounding third 
base —everything- Every simple, mundane affair of life can be 
given to him, to his glory. I know this may sound a bit silly to 
you— especially since we are used to thinking of worship as five 
specific acts that take place in a certain building at a certain time; 
we like to divide the world up into the holy and the profane, the 
sacred and the secular. But Jesus came into the world to make life 
more abundant, and part of that is to break down the barrier be- 
tween the two worlds: to make them all holy. He wants to start 
with you. 


AFTERMATH: 

I would like to report a happy ending to this story. But f cannot. 
Mike, now a senior RTV major at a university here in Ohio, still 
remains untouched, aloof from the Lord Jesus and His people. He 
remains hurt, bruised from his own battle with sin and his own ego. 
The Lord, af course, is always at the threshold, waiting to be 
invited back in. 
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EDITORIAL REPLY - from page 92 


Christ? And how can one be washed in blood and have sins forgiven 
in water ?—just to show a few of the figurative complications asso- 
ciated with the subject. Sins are "atoned for" and not literally 
washed away- Toatone is to "cover". If sins are washed away in 
the absolute sense of non-existence, what is there left to ''cover''? 
The fact that the death of Christ is a perpetual atonement shows that 
sins are just as perpetual as the atoning death. This is why the 
righteousness that may be claimed upon forgiveness of sins is an 
imputed righteousness. In spite of all of our sins, God ‘'counts" us 
the same as one literally, inwardly righteous. Dan says that if the 
sins of man are ‘'merely hidden, or covered up", that manis still 
unrighteous and lost. It is true that man is "of himself" still un- 
righteous, but it is not true that he is lost. This is the very purpose 
of imputed righteousness, i.e., to reclassify from ‘'lost"' to "saved". 
The believing sinner is clothed with the cloak of Christ's righteous- 
ness. This is why imputed righteousness is so essential to the 
understanding of the Christian system. In his confusion bro. Dan 
denounces the idea that Christ's righteousness is imputed to sinners 
and then he says, ‘Is this our own righteousness or the righteous— 
ness of Christ? It is most certainly the latter. For it is a right- 
eousness which we could not attain by our own efforts, but was 
given to us by the Heavenly Father through the precious blood of 
His Son."' This is exactly what we have been saying all along!! 
Why do brethren argue against imputed righteousness and then end 
up confessing their faith in it! ? Perhaps bro. Dan has had ‘the 
help of a theologian." 
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LETTER - carl Beuchert, Beltsville, Maryland 


Dear Brother Kilpatrick: 

I wanted to add a quick impression or two that I had from readi., 
the discussion on "Righteousness Through Forgiveness." The 
editorial and rebuttals have helped me reexamine my own beliefs 
and challenged me to continue to look deeper into the Word. 


Brother Jenkins seems, from what I've been reading, to be a 
kindly man. Compared to many in our "brotherhood", he is very 
polite and gentle. Not many would say "... let's Just attribute it to 
my density." 


It is unfortunate but true I think, that most if not all who are 
brought up within the Church of Christ will always carry with them 
a fair amount of legalistic baggage. IJ see it all too often in my own 
life—in large misconceptions but mostly in subtle, little half-truths. 
It is a terrible thing to try to get out of your life but it keeps hanging 
on—this feeling that I ought to have some part in my own Salvation. 
When I finally realized that I had no part, that I did nothing, and 
that God did it all, I was left feeling worthless and helpless. This 
is the very thing the legalist has not yet felt, and needs to. Giving 
superficial acknowledgement to grace and forgiveness, the bulk of 
teaching is given over to man's response. The legalist will always 
say he believes in God's grace, but then goes on to attach little 
'if's, and's, or but's."’ He has to show that salvation is conditional] 
{i.e., man then has a part in it). This is exactly what Brother 
Jenkins is doing when he says the following, right after saying, "'I 
believe in salvation by grace" (p. 71). 


I believe that on the basis of Christ's sinless life and vi- 
Carious death and on the conditionof my complete trust and 
reliance on him, God forgives me... J believe that when 
God looks at a believer he sees one who has been forgiven 
aS made possible by Christ's sinless life and vicarious 
death and by one's complete trust and reliance on Him. 


Adding his "complete trust and reliance" gives Brother Jenkins 
what he needs —his part along with God's in his salvation. This is 
the gut-level issue. 


All af this I know you know too well. But how do you convince our 
brethren of it? Y wonder if even all of the good reasoning you've 
used will really help —I'm sure it will some. I think it takes more 
than reasoning it out and looking closely at the scriptures —it takes 
some kind of experience in a person's life (usually a humbling one) 
that reduces him to nothing and that he is completely incapable of 
helping himself out of. He comes out of it ''completely trusting and 
relying on Him" and then he really knows that it was the Lord who 
did it all. And then he knows grace! (turn to page 112) 
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"BEARING WITH ONE ANOTHER IN LOVE” 


J- JAMES ALBERT 












I, therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you to have 
a walk worthy of the calling with which you were called, 
with all lowliness and gentleness, with longsuffering, bear- 
ing with one another in love, endeavoring to keep the unity 
of the Spirit in the bond of peace. - Ephesians 4:1, 2 


Over 1900 years ago when Jesus was laying the groundwork for 
the establishment of his kingdom, he gave a commandment that was 
vital to his people being the faithful subjects he wanted them to be. 
He said on one occasion, ‘These things I command you, that you 
love one another" (John 17:17). Today there has been wholesale dis- 
regard of this command and we have havoc among the disciples of 
Christ. 


It wasn't long after Jesus had gone back to heaven to sit on his 
throne that Satan began to work diligently among the subjects of the 
kingdom, striving to get them to manifest the party spirit rather 
than love to one another. Because Satan was at work trying to de- 
ceive brethren and disturb and destroy brotherly relationships, God 
inspired certain m2n to write letters to his subjects explaining how 
love for one another should work and how his subjects should live 
with one another ina united way. 


These letters make up almost all of the New Covenant scriptures. 
These letters are not the gospel, but letters God inspired men to 
write to his subjects who had already believed and responded to the 
gospel. They were people who were in further need of help and 
instructions as to how to live with one another in love. 


One of these letters was what we now refer to as Ephesians. It is 
sometimes called "The Queen of Epistles.'' Perhaps it is so called 
because of its central thought. The central thought of the letter is 
that it isGod'’s design that there be no disharmony or disunity in the 
world on any level. Countries or nations are not to be at war with 
one another. Society is not to be stratified so that class or ethnic 
group or race are pitted against one another. Certainly brethren of 
the kingdom are not to be against one another. Not even man is to 
be at war within himself—his lower nature versus his higher nature. 
The ideal is for the higher nature to be in complete control. 


From the time that man sinned in the Garden of Eden and brought 
disharmony and disunity into the world, God planned for this to be 
resolved in Jesus Christ. Jesus is the answer to carnal warfare. 
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Jesus is the answer to class strivings for power and pre-eminence. 
Jesus is the answer to man's war within himself. 


The kingdom of God, the body of Christ, which we most often 
refer to as the church, is to be God's instrument or means to bring 
unity to the world on all leveis. We are to be the example of living 
with one another in love to which others can look and see how it can 
be and should be. Needless to say, we have not set the example. 
We have not been able to live with one another in love and peace, so 
how can we expect the world to do so. 


Sandwiched between being told that we ought ''to have a walk 
worthy of the calling with which you are called," and being told that 
we are to be "endeavoring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond 
of peace," the inspired apostle says that we must be willing to bear 
with one another in love. This includes lowliness or humility (put- 
ting ourselves in proper perspective, not as the center of things), 
gentleness or meekness (our desires, minds, and tongues are under 
control) and longsuffering or patience (refusing to retaliate or take 
revenge). These are encompassed in "bearing with one another in 
love."" Please read some rich and meaningful comments that Will- 
iam Barclay made relative to love as used here. 


"The real meaning of 'agape' is unconquerable benevolence. If we 
regard a person with ‘agape’ it means that nothing that that person 
can or will ever do will make us seek anything but his highest good. 
Though he injure us and hurt us and insult us, we will never feel 
anything but kindness toward him. That quite clearly means one 
thing. It means that the Christian ‘agape’, 'love', is not an emotion- 
al thing. We talk about falling in love; and love to our nearest and 
dearest is something which we cannot help. But this Christian 
‘agape’ is a thing, not only of the emotions, but also of the will. It 
is a conquest. It is the ability to retain this unconquerable good 
will to the unlovely and the unloveable, and towards those who do 
not love us. AS someone has put it, 'agape"is the power to love 
even the people we do not like. ‘Agape’ is that quality of mind and 
heart which compels a Christian never to feel any bitterness, never 
to feel any desire for revenge, but always to seek nothing but the 
highest good of every man no matter what men do to him." 


That's quite an ideal, quite a challenge, quite a commitment. But 
that's walking worthy of our calling and endeavoring to''keep the 
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.'' That has not been our 
course. Our course has been one of putting our ideas, interpreta- 
tions, opinions as the center of things and coercing, jockeying, pre- 
ssuring to get our brethren to conform, or at least publicly verbally 
assent. If they question our teachings or our traditions, we retaliate 
by questioning their motives. If they persist, we threaten them with 
disfellowship or ostracism. 
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Holding disfellowship over a brother's head because of his ques- 
tioning or different interpretations or opinions is not seeking his 
highest good. If the brethren who do this are correct about their 
interpretations or opinions, they are just driving those who question 
or disagree farther from them and perhaps to moreerror. They 
have made that brother's understanding exceedingly valuable to him. 
Rather than, with the passage of time, possibly realizing that he 
was wrong, he has been wronged, and is somewhat of a martyr in 
his own mind. 


You don't change brethren's interpretations and opinions by driv- 
ing them out or treating them rudely and unkindly. You don't change 
brethren's minds by heated debates or hot arguments. You change 
brethren's minds by forbearing them in love and through candid 
fair, and gentle persuasion. 


Do we want the unity for the world that God wants? Do we want 
the unity for the various economic, ethnic, and racial groups in our 
society that God wants? Do we want the unity within ourselves that 
God wants for us? Do we want the church of God to be united in 
peace? If these are truly our hearts" desires, then we have got to 
be more willing to bear with one another in love. Only when the 
world can see God's children united in peace will they take serious 
notice of our pleas for unity and be drawn to God and godly living. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 





BREAK TIME! 


Since beginning in May 1973, we have not missed a single month 
printing the Ensign; but the time has come, folks, when I've got to 
have a break! So we won't print an issue for July. This still gives 
us 220 pages per year, and that's not bad. Our next printing will 
be in August, 1984. - Editor 


FOR THE RECORD 


Brother Kilpatrick: Please be aware that I did not delete anything 
from my publication of the dialogue between Bill Jackson and me 
that was supposed to have been included. He himself proposed that 
either of us could publish our discussion in part or in whole. I 
agreed. I was under no obligation to include even one line of his 
manuscripts. However I included everything except his rejoiner, 
and that was excluded because of lack of space and for no other 
reason. - Buff Scott, Jr. 








105 


ARE WE BRAINWASHED? 


EDDIE CREIGHTON 


Recently there has been much talk and concern about cults. 
Everyone is warning about the Moonies and the Jim Jones of today 
and rightly so. Because of all this concern about cults and recog- 
nizing my inability to know one if I saw one, I started to study what 
some experts in the field describe as identifying marks of the cults. 
Prior to this study, my understanding of a cult was limited to mean 
a religious sect that kept its membership intact either physically or 
psychologically. 


I became convinced that all of us in the church should re-examine 
some of our concepts and teachings. Ohne of the definitions of a 
cult, according to Webster, is a sect; yet the word sect doesn't 
really alarm very many people. However, the use of the word cult 
has the power to attract attention. Many of the churches‘ most 
vocal on the subject are themselves teaching and practicing an 
ideology that is considered cultish and sectarian by many who have 
studied the cults. 


In his book ''Know the Marks of Cults", Dave Breese points out 
twelve basic errors of false religion. In Chapter Three Breese 
says "'the cults without exception obscure the truth and offer salva- 
tion on some other basis than that of a free gift that comes to us by 
the grace of Jesus Christ.’"" If you've been a member of the church 
for longer than the last few years, can you remember hearing much 
teaching on grace? Think about it. Scripture teaches that all forms 
of supposed salvation, based on human efforts, are cursed by God 
(Gal. 3:10-11). The Christian is saved, not because of his own works 
but because of the saving work of Jesus Christ when he died, the 
just for the unjust, that he might bring us God (1 Pet. 3:18). Accord- 
ing to Breese "no message is more viciously attacked by the cults 
of our present world than the gospel of grace. No false religion in 
the world can possibly survive unless it is able to destroy the gospel 
of the grace of God and introduce and encourage a system of human 
works as a basis of salvation." 


Though our motives may be good, we may promote a false doc- 
trine today that is just as serious as the false doctrine of gnosticism 
of which John warned that was creeping into the teaching of the early 
church, and the salvation by works doctrine that Paul warned the 
Galatian church about. Most heresies are spread by sincere people. 


Many today are being led to believe their salvation is based on 
things other than faith. Qne popular alternative doctrine of salva- 
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tion is that of salvation by membership. William J. Peterson wrote 
in his book ''Those Curious New Cults" that "Armstroig's World- 
wide Church of God like some other sects claim to have a corner on 
the truth and that ail other denominations are spurious.’' Armstrong 
says that a counterfeit gospel'' was preached from 69 A.D. until 
the true church made its appearance in 1934 when he began preach- 
ing. In Know the Marks of Cults, Breese wrote that "Armstrong's 
Worldwide Church of God clearly announces that the only saved 
people are those who are members of this increasingly shaky relig- 
ious establishment."' Breese also wrote "pseudo -Christianity in 
many forms has frequently announced that there is no salvation out- 
side the church meaning of course their religious syndicate. Fail- 
ure to keep this membership intact incurs the damnation of the 
soul.'' Sound familiar? Of course it does. Are we making any 
attempt to teach otherwise? Have we been brainwashed into believ - 
ing it? It’s not what our restoration fathers taught or believed or 
practiced. 


Where are the Alexander Campbells and Barton Stones of today ? 
Many that I know of and love are branded as heretics and are not 
free to speak in the Churches of Christ. Any attempt to read and 
study what these men say is discouraged. Many false accusations 
are made against these men by those who readily admit that they 
have never read any of their writings. What are we afraid of? Are 
we afraid to think for ourselves? I thank God for those brethren 
who promote the unity of all of God's children. 


Our restoration fathers taught that we were trying to be Chris- 
tians only, but not the only Christians. Our early fathers in the 
restoration movement had no problem with this concept. They were 
all coming from different religious sects and uniting themselves in 
Christ only. What has happened? There was no problem with this 
concept with the first generation restorers. The problem surfaced 
in the second, third, and succeeding generations when we began 
Slogans we really didn‘t understand. An idea that began as truth 
was now misunderstood, and now the church was saying "We're the 
only Christians.'' Today the majority of us in Churches of Christ 
could not come out and be Christians only, because we have mis— 
understood this concept for so many years. The error has been 
taught so long that we are brainwashed to the point that many fear 
eternal damnation in any church but the Church of Christ. Most of 
us Claim to be undenominational but could never worship or fellow- 
ship with Christians that assembled under any name but the name we 
are comfortable with. We have taught our children that the church 
is not the building and then whispered to them that the only saved 
meet in a certain building. Most will immediately deny what Iam 
saying. Many that I have talked with say they believe otherwise, 
but when I asked if we could take down the name sign, these same 
brethren immediately became inconsistent. Our speech betrays us. 
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I can't hear what you're saying for seeing what you're doing. What 
holds the fellowship together where you are? If it's Christ-centered 
and held together from love and concern for each other (John 13:34), 
then it's biblical, and the world will be drawn to that fellowship of 
believers. If the fellowship is based on fear of eternal damnation 
for not keeping one's membership intact, it’s not biblical. God is 
love, and that's what binds Christians together, not sectarian 
membership. Many will fight for the Church of Christ to defend it's 
doctrine and creeds but never fight for Jesus Christ. 


Another mark of the cults according to Breese is "their insistence 
that one can never be sure of eternal life while in this world. The 
issue of salvation is never settled. The follower lives in constant 
fear that he has not done enough, given enough, prayed enough, or 
worshipped enough to be sure of salvaiion.'' Sound familiar? Many 
of my brothers and sisters in Christ say they just can't get a handle 
on this security concept and freely admit they have none. That's 
so sad. They have been taught all their lives that one really can't 
know. The Christian is sealed with that Holy Spirit promise (Eph. 
1:13). He is the possessor of hope both sure and steadfast (Heb. 6: 
19}. Jesus said, "My sheep hear my voice, and I know them, and 
they follow me; and I give unto them eternal life; and they shall 
never perish, neither shall any man pluck them out of my hand. My 
father, which gave them me, is greater than all; and no man is able 
to pluck them out of my father's hand" (John 10:27-29). It's in- 
teresting to note that in the verse immediately following this prom- 
ise the Bible says, "then the Jews took up stones again to stone 
Him." 


Breese, in Know the Marks of Cults, wrote, "the person who is 
anxious is also exploitable. To make him fearful is the design of 
these religious leaders so that they may use fear to create depend- 
ence upon the religious views that they are promoting. Cult gather- 
ing places are populated by frightened people who live in terror of 
falling into the disfavor of their religious establishments." But the 
Bible says, "If the son therefore shall make you free, you shall be 
free indeed" (John 8:36). 


We need to re-examine our religious thinking. Is our salvation 
based on fear ? Is it based on being in the right sect? Our salvation 
is and has always been in Jesus Christ. We can't be saved except 
by Christ. It's time we stopped being afraid to speak the truth. 
Where are the teachers that have the faith and boldness to speak out 
on these issues? Are we afraid of being attacked by the powers 
that be in the church? What are we afraid of? Jesus refers to his 
people as sheep, and sheep don't attack. If you're being attacked 
by brethren for preaching truth, then it's not sheep attacking you. I 
am afraid that some are so hopelessly brainwashed that they will 
never be able to change their thinking. Others love the praises of 
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men more than the praises of God and fear being put out of the 
synagogue. 


Another mark of cultism according to Breese is the practice of 
SEGMENTED BIBLICAL ATTENTION which can occur when a 
religious group emphasizes certain teachings in the Bible above 
others. For years we have been debating and dividing over the 
issues. We have been intolerant of those who won't side with our 
position and have taught that those who don't see it our way are in 
error. Variation and diversity are not marks of error but accord- 
ing to Breese “herein lies a potentially serious problem. The 
temptation of groups of serious conviction is to move ever further 
from the central pale of reason that C.S. Lewis calls 'mere Chris-~ 
tianity'. Because of their emphasis, they begin declaring that ‘love 
is everything’ or ‘history is all important. They take some impor- 
tant but not critical emphasis of scripture and move it to the EX- 
ALTED POSITION OF IMPERATIVE DOCTRINE (emph. mine, EC). 
They move their test of fellowship away from the person of Jesus 
Christ to some lesser point."' Think! Do we dare deny not doing 
this? Remember, Jesus Christ is the only test of fellowship. If we 
love Jesus, we'll believe all his word. We'll love his word. We'll 
obey his word, but we won't let others’ honest differences of opin- 
ion in their understanding keep them from being in the church of 
God. Are we ready to teach the whole council of God? "All scrip- 
ture is given by inspiration and is useful for teaching, rebuking, 
correcting, training in righteousness, so that the man of God may 
be thoroughly equipped for every good work" (II Tim. 3:16 -17). 


I like to be a positive thinker and teacher, but there comes a 
time when we must all be realistic. Are our minds so closed that 
we can't see the truth? Jesus said, "For judgment I have come 
into this world, so that the blind will see and those who see will 
turn out to be blind” (John 9:39). Are we blind? Have we been 
brainwashed? Can we be deprogrammed? Could you worship with 
Christians if they weren't a part of the Church of Christ? Can your 
mind think in these terms? Does this article make you uncomfor- 
table ? 


I've written out of love and honest concern for myself, my family, 
and my brothers and sisters in Christ that are sectarian. I en- 
courage you to put your faith in Jesus Christ alone and let Him set 
you free from cultic sectarianism. Please think and pray about 
this. Most of my friends could not fellowship or worship with 
Christians in their communities that are not in the Church of Christ 
regardless of how bad and unbiblical the circumstances might be in 
their particular sect. Sure it takes courage, but Jesus didn't say it 
would be easy. Jesus also said many that followed Him would up- 
set their families. I know many, including myself, that left former 
religious associations. It wasn't easy, but we felt it necessary, 
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and we acted. Many of you have encouraged friends to leave reli- 
gious error, and you can't understand why they won't. What if the 
time comes when we need to leave? There may come a time when 
we will need to leave the Church of Christ in order to be in the 
church of Christ. If that time comes, will you do it? If not, why 
not? I've always heard brothers say, 'T know we're not perfect but 
if I ever find a group closer than we are, that's where I'll be." 
I did believe most making those statements were sincere. I'm not 
so sure any more. I'm not even sure that most would even ack- 
nowledge a group that understood and practiced everything relig- 
iously as they understood it should be, if the group were known by 
any other name than Church of Christ. 


Jesus said, ''My prayer is not for them alone. I pray also for 
those who believe in me through their message, that all of them 
may be one, Father, just as you are in me and I am inyou. May 
they also be inus so that the world may believe that you have sent 
me. I have given them the glory that you gave me, that they may 
be one aS we are one. [I in them and you in me. May they be 
brought to complete unity to let the world know that you sent me and 
have loved them even as you have loved me" (John 17:20-23). 


What we we fear? Who do we fear? Are we brainwashed? I'm 
disillusioned and concerned, brothers, and I hope I don't become 
your enemy by speaking the truth as I see it. 


P.O. Box 338, Melbourne, Arkansas 172556 





MINT, ANBE AND CUMMIN... 
AND THE BUSINESS MEETING 
Matthew 23:23 


"Okay, brother Rogers, let's get 
started by having the Minutes of our 
last meeting read." 

"The elders met on Thurs. May 29 
and discussed the proposal by the 
deacons for installing a new garbage 
disposal. They felt the estimate of 
$1248.00 was a steal. Unanimous 
SATIRICALLY SPEAKING decision. A vote was then taken con- 

cerning replacing the old church 
By MICHAEL HALL | sign. Brother Morse reported that 
sister Campbell was finally in agreement, but still didn't like the 
idea that we were replacing something her late husband built. Dis- 
cussion arose about the possibility of having a work day to reduce 
the cost of the sign, but nobody had any time on the weekends. So 
It was decided to hire it out at a cost of $810.00. Then there was 
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the request by Orthodox Unlimited Church for $300.00 to help pay 
for the big debate there this summer between Gall Kilroy and that 
liberal, Deuterside..."' 


"Excuse me, brother Rogers, didn't we talk about that request 
for help with that new church in Delaware after the sign matter?" 


"Oh, well, yes, but since we didn't decide anything about it, I 
thought it best not to bring it up again." 


"But it should have been noted so we could discuss it again." 


"Look, Jim," the Chairman of the meeting interrupted, ‘We just 
can't be giving money to every church that sends us a bleeding 
heart letter!" 


"But all they asked was for $25 a month to help support a 
preacher." 


"But Jim, what preacher are they going to call? I think we should 
know that before we send our money... I mean those $25 checks 
mount up, you know. Besides we've got to be careful about our 
money, what with that new fence we're going to put up around the 
property. That's going to cost right at $7,000.00, you know." 


"Say, did any of you read in the paper this morning where the 
United Community Church paid $6, 000.00 for a new organ for their 
church?" 


"Yes, I did! How disgusting! That just shows you what happens 
when you start doing unscriptural things!" 


'Well, I'm glad we take a strong stand against instrumental 
music! Those denominational people only think about themselves!" 


"Let hear it for undenominationalism !" 
"Amen!" 
"Amen!" 
"Amen!" 


"But gentlemen, what about that Delaware church? Don't you 
think..." 


"Jim, let's just drop that. Twenty five dollars a month is just 
too much. Now, let's talk about brother Moser’s idea of adding 
another wing to our educational building..." 


9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 








Bound Volumes VIJ through XI {K & XI combined) are available at 
$5.00 each, including postage - Editor 
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LETTER ~ from page 102 


I appreciate so much your bringing this important issue to your 
publication; I gain so much from it. I appreciate and thank the Lord 
for you. - Beltsville, Maryland 


Editor's Note: It's letters like this that keeps us going. Why is it 
that one must have that "humbling experience" before he becomes 
succeptible to the teaching of grace? I'm afraid it is that people 
who don't think themselves ill don't see the need for a doctor. One 
who believes that he is acceptable to God because of his good works 
does not have the proper respect for God's grace for he feels that 
he has “earned” his spiritual keep by his good works. This is 
exemplified in the following excerpt from the May 1, 1984 issue of 
Firm Foundation, by H. A. ‘'Buster"’ Dobbs. I had always known 
that many of our conservative brethren believe we have reached 
"perfection", but I had never heard of one who was quite as confi- 
dent as brother Dobbs. 


Truth is one. The Bible is true. Therefore the Bible 
teaches one thing. It does not teach contradictory and 
differing doctrines. If it did, it would not be true. To be 
candid, I think I teach what the Bible teaches. Therefore, 
I think that what I teach is true and cannot be wrong, and 
everyone who teaches something different is wrong and 
teaching falsehood. 


He goes on to say that it doesn't make a particle of difference what 
you teach or what I teach, but what the Bible teaches. Somehow I 
have difficulty grasping the logic of such a statement. What does 
the Bible teach except what we believe it teaches? Without being 
understood the Bible teaches nothing. The Bible speaks only as we 
speak our understanding of it. So it seems that it would make a 
difference as to what you or I teach. 


Bro. Dobbs seems to have an extrordinary amount of confidence 
in himself to believe that he has "the truth" and that anyone who 
differs with him “is wrong and teaching falsehood." I'm not sure 
that it is good for a mortal man to have this Kind of faith in his 
ability to distinguish between his knowledge of truth and others’ 
"teaching falsehood."" If his understanding has flaws, how could he 
ever possibly learn of it... that is, unless he were to experience 
that "humbling (or tragic) experience." For it is at the height of 
confidence that finite man is most vulJnerable; and Satan claps his 
hands and says "I've got him just where I want him."' Warning! 
"He that thinketh that he standeth, take heed lest he fall." 


Certainly a man should have confidence in himself, that what he 
teaches is right; but what I'm talking about is "over-confidence." 
I am talking about the locking of ones mind~—or as bro. Hardin put it 
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in the following article—of having the attitude of "Don't confuse me 
with facts, I've already made up my mind." Such a one has ceased 
to learn... for he already knows. 


You can be sure that no one will ever master "truth" while in this 
earthly life, and I am glad that we cannot; for what would we do for 
an encore? Jf we understood all scripture, where would we then go 
for spiritual food? But because we cannot and never will, we keep 
coming back to the spiritual table, the Bible, again and again for 
the food that it provides through "'study"’, and the soul stays alive. 
But there are times, though, when a man must be stripped of all 
that he has, or is, in order that Christ may enter in. "If a man 
thinks he is wise, let him become as a fool in order that he may 
become wise.'"' That is, let him realize that he knows little and that 
he cannot rely upon his own knowledge and wisdom. Let him be 
humbled, for it is at this lowest point that he is likely to turn to the 
Lord. He must learn not to trust in his own understanding. Christ 
is our knowledge and wisdom. In him we must trust, instead of our- 
selves, for this is where we find "grace, "' the unmerited favor of 
God. "'...not upon the ‘merit of understanding’, lest any man should 
boast. "' 


The Church In Crisis 


ARNOLD HARDIN From The Persuader 


One would have to be completely blind not to see that the church, 
as we have known it, is indeed going through a crisis of major 
proportions. I have just returned from the ACU Lectureship. It 
seemed to me that in the background of every lecture was that of the 
church inacrisis. It was stated by one that the statistics reveal 
that we have declinedin members to the point that asa religious 
movement we now have less than one and one half million people. 
Not too many years ago it was thought we hada million more than 
now. We are not only stagnating, we are losing ground, fast! The 
church is at a critical stage. While in Abilene one could not fail to 
observe that younger couples attending has become somewhat of a 
rarity. JI have never seen so many elderly people in one place. We 
are losing, or have lost, a generation of young people. 


WHY THE CRIIS? There are many reasons —most unknown to 
me. But some are so obvious that a blind man could see them. To 
begin with, our concepts and views relative to our religious heritage 
has been etched in"'stone"' and we don't intend to allow anyone laying 
unholy hands upon it. And being determined to maintain the en- 
thronement of our traditional ways of doing things, the world has 
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passed us by wondering why we are so infatuated with our ‘Southern 
Religious Culture". It was indeed refreshing to sit at the feet of 
scholarly men and receive the benefit of their studies unimpeded by 
human traditions. We have become a people frightened of individual 
study and being attuned to nothing but Scripture itself. I have before 
mea letter from the editor of the Expository Review in which he 
refuses me any more space.* He does not want to print anything 
more that would challenge his preconception of truth. And the 
reason we feel that we should expose such attitudes is because it is 
so widespread among our brethren. WE HAVE BECOME A CLOSED 
MINDED RELIGIOUS MOVEMENT! "Don't confuse me with the 
facts, my mind is made up." Little wonder the church is in Crisis! 


Since the above condition is true, we have lost sight of the only 
message this sin-cursed, tormented world needs. We have forgot- 
ten that we are servants of only one—Jesus Christ. It is Christ 
this filthy, rotten dungeon held world needs! And we are so busy 
preaching our own interpretations that the essence of the gospel is 
ignored. We have been so busy trying to get people to the baptistry 
in order that we could count them as members of the "church of 
Christ", that we have forgotten to inform this sinful world of Christ 
the Savior, and about the marvelous grace of God to be found in 
Him. A preacher related to me the other day that in one of his 
meetings an elderly brother said to him, ‘TY don't like that song, 
Amazing Grace!" "Why ?"' asked the preacher. "That is a Baptist 
song", replied the brother. A CRISIS? Indeed —when the amazing 
grace of God is not amazing to us! And if we don't get back to 
preaching Christ as the embodim#nt of that amazing grace, instead 
of our legalistic cultural system, we are going to see a complete 
eclipse of the church as we have known it. I believe, however, that 
God is preparing a "remnant" through whom this eternal message 
can yet be heard. It may be that such a voice may have to come 
from some other part of the globe than these United States; but 
beloved, it will come. Go back to Christ and lift high His Name, 
and the Amazing Grace to be found only in Him. If our dungeon 
experience does no: teach us this, then we will find no throne in our 
future. CS 


“In the May issue of The Expository Review, the editor apologized 
for not printing bro. Hardin's article. That is commendable. -RLK 





WILL THE REAL CHURCH OF CHRIST 
PLEASE STAND UP? 
OLAN HIC Hs 


It seems everyone is talking about unity these days. The most 
common declaration we hear is that it can be achieved within the 
limits of ‘the faith’. It seems everyone agrees that we can be 
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united while tolerating differences of viewpoint to some extent, at 
least, provided our different views are within the limits of THE 
FAITH. But this is as far as the agreement goes. {ft is remarkable 
how many different notions exist as to what "the faith’ consists of. 
We do not hear that expression much in reference to faith in Christ. 
It usually means faith in a certain set of views. Each has his set of 
“essentials'' upon which he feels unity can be built and maintained. 
So long as a person does not do some "really bad things" he can be 
fellowshipped because he accepts these "fundamentals." Lut the 
different notions as to what constitutes the fundamentals would be 
hilarious, were it not so tragic. 


For instance, in the Guardian of Truth (a presumptuous name to 
start with), an editorial is entitled "A Plea For More Tolerance" 
(3/1/84). He asks his brethren to maintain fellowship in spite of the 
fact that they disagree on the subject of "continual cleansing.” Elis 
argument is that since they agree on the "'basics,'' opposition to 
"institutionalism and the Grace-Unity movement,” that they can and 
should fellowship each other, just so long as one does not do some 
really bad thing, like contribute toward the support of an orphan 
home or fail to preach against grace and unity. 


Ira Y. Rice, Jr. says he is the one who is really "Contending for 
the Faith", and that the real apostates are those who refer toa 
brother by such a title as "mister, '’ or who speak on a program at 
the Crossroads church {or even attend one), or perhaps accept 
some of the scientific facts John Clayton presents. These and other 
departures from the "basics", which probably would also include 
befriending Olan Hicks, circumscribe the essentials for him. 


In Plinois, Iowa, and parts of Texas there are quite a few brethren 
who see the use of multiple cups for communion and dividing into 
classes for Bible study as the really "off limits" practices. 


The Spiritual Sword editors also style themselves as "defenders 
of the faith."’ But what they see as THE FAITH consists of the 
renderings of Thomas Warren's "philosophy"’ system. Unity can 
only be established within the limits decreed thereby. Any brother 
who reads Bible passages freely, disregarding this interpretative 
system, is "rebellious" and is a "liberal.'' He might even get so 
far afield as to think that grace applies to the sin of divorce! This 
of course would be the ultimate in total apostasy. 


So while everybody talks about the fact that unity is what God 
wants, sectarian, divisive ideas continue to reign in practice. One 
has to wonder when, if ever, our good words about peace and unity 
will come to be practiced consistently. It seems we have more 
"sods" than did the Egyptians; that is, tenets which mean more to 

(turn to back cover) 
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One Man, One Death, One Lite 


This spring marks four years since the death of my grandfather, 
Robert Klever. I can think of no fitting tribute to the faith and hope 
his life stood for except to share with you some of my thoughts as I 
return to that dreadful moment in 1979 when I heard the words, "Pop 
is gone." 


He wasn't the first man who ever died, or the first grandfather, 
but he was my grandfather, and that made all the difference. One 
can read about death, the death of men, the death of grandfathers, 
but nothing registers, nothing hits home, until death invades the 
holy territory of one's own family. Somehow the problems of death 
and violence in the universe are no longer abstract, far - away 
issues. Somehow they all seem to be focused in one time and place. 


My grandfather was a good man, but not just a good man; a Chris- 
tian who belonged to his Lord, a righteous man because of the 
righteousness "not of his own'' which belonged to Jesus. He was a 
godly man all of his life, but only put his full trust in Jesus in later 
years when, at the age of 68, he was immersed into Christ. But 
good men and women die all the time, and in every death, the sheer 
mindless evil of sin and death cast their shadows. But as I reflect 
back on that moment, I realize that this wasn't just any death—it 
was the first death in my family and only now does the staggering 
impact of that fact confront me. It is at this moment that I stand 
truly with my Thessalonian brethren of old who begged Paul to 
convince that those who have fallen asleep are coming back with 
Jesus. 


Sin and death came into the human family in the Garden and have 
continued in every age since, reeking their destruction and cruelty. 
"The first Adam became a living soul," and promptly ushered death 
and hopelessness into the world by his disobedience. But a "Second 
Adam" has appeared, Paul triumphantly reminds, and he has “be- 
come a life-giving spirit.'' This 'Last Adam" came specifically to 
reverse the deadly pattern established in the Garden. Like Asjan in 
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C.S. Lewis’ rich Narnian tales, he is the author of the "Great 
Thaw," the turning of winter into eternal Spring, using the deeper 
magic from before the foundation of the world: "For if, by the tres- 
pass of the one man, death reigned through that one man, how much 
more will those who receive God's abundant provision of grace and 
of the gift of righteousness reign in life through the one man, Jesus 
Christ." 


My grandfather died to the physical world, just as he once died 
to sin when he was immersed into Jesus. But he has become alive 
to the real world, the land of the righteous. We live in a land of 
shadows; where my grandfather now abodes ina land of sunlight and 
love. In his last few weeks, my grandfather was paralyzed; he is 
paralyzed no more. He walks, he talks with the Master of the 
universe. 


I will see him again —just as anyone who reads this will who is 
truly trusting in the work of Jesus. But I do not want you to finish 
this sentimental piece comforted or at ease. I want you to be 
angered —angered at the awful, perverse power of Satan and sin, 
power that paralyzes men and women both physically and spiritually, 
power that hurts godly men like my Pop. {I want you to finish read- 
ing this and experience boiling in your inward parts; I want you to 
be motivated to fight back—to renounce the author and source of 
this misery, this madness called death. 


Work to relieve physical suffering in this world, by all means; 
but remember that all those efforts go for nothing ultimately unless 
the real source of suffering is attacked. My grandfather pitched his 
battle against the enemy seven years before his death. Don't aban- 
don him and this battle. Don't go back into the shadowlands 
anymore. i) 


FREEDOM FROM ENGLAND/FREEDOM FROM MOSES 
Donna Waguespack 


I wonder if American Christians’ tendency to make a new LAW 
aut of the gospel doesn't stem from our view of FREEDOM. That 
view seems to me to be slanted, due to our schools’ depiction of 
freedom as the exchange of one law/authority for another. We were 
once, aS a nation, under bondage to England; wanting to be a sepa- 
rate country, we rebelled and established our own union. As we all 
realize, "law and order" didn't disappear in our newly gained free- 
dom. We, as anew nation, simply established our own, a new set 
of laws to be governed by. 

Twentieth Century Christians have not personally revolted 
against England — our forefathers did: they gained this independence 
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for us Americans because of what they did, and we understand 
where our allegiance should lie: to the system they established. 
Good citizens are obedient to that law, uphold the constitution and 
honor the memory of our forefather’s sacrifice for us. They 
“fought, bled and died" so we would/could have our own set of laws 
and principles by which to live. 


Alas! That is also the way we tend to look at the gospel. At least 
that's the way I used to. I used to think that Jesus "fought, bled 
and died" (and arose) for a new system of "law and order;' over- 
coming the bondage of the law of Moses and establishing a new law 
that bore his name. I thought he freed us so he could bind us again, 
like our forefathers in this nation. 


I knew Jesus was alive. But I thought his LIFE merely qualified 
him to bring in the new law. This is why I thought my allegiance 
should be to the ''new law system" he established instead of to him, 
a real, live, active PERSON. I was equating his undeniably new 
AUTHORITY with him. I was reducing him (the Son of God!) to a 
new law system. But not anymore! I'm pledging allegiance to King 
Jesus! This allegiance does place me under His laws, but my 
relationship to them is different than before I knew Jesus as my 
personal Lord and Savior: they are revelations of Jesus’ character, 
they help shape my life and give it order and tranquillity — but they 
are not WHAT MAKES ME A CHRISTIAN. 


I am a Christian because of what my "forefather" (brother) Jesus 
did on Calvary a long time ago. He not only overcame a lawsystem, 
he conquered sin and death, and. Satan himself. He freed me from 
all law~systems that are "ways" to become good citizens. I’m a 
"good citizen" of the kingdom because I AM IN CHRIST, not because 
of any set of laws I may have obeyed or continue to obey. No law 
can make me righteous (Gal. 3:21). I must depend solely on Jesus! 
My allegiance is to him alone, not empty conduct rules. All praise 
to Him! 


JESUS reigns over us in our new found freedom. The Spirit of 
God writes our Father's "law and order" on our HEARTS! That's 
freedom! Total dependence on a stronger source than our weak 
selves. Jesus is our freedom, our "birthing process" into a new 
country, a Person who is Himself our law and order. Christians 
inhabit a country of complete rest, a rest from the burden of living 
up to a system of Jaws. 


We all, as Americans, break laws. We all, as Christians, break 
laws, aS well. But as Christians we have an advocate who inter- 
cedes on our behalf and pardons us when we trust wholly in Him. 
Praise our loving Father for his love, mercy and grace. 


Route 2, Box 43, Cook Station, Missouri 65449 
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Book Review by Bruce Edwards, Jr. 


THE HOLY FOOL - by Harold Fickett 
(Crossway Books, 1983, 284 pp. ; $7.95 pbk) 


Evangelical fiction writers can usually be placed in one of two 
ignominious categories: (1) The Imatators—those who attempt, in 
the words of their publishers’ advertising blurbs, to write "in the 
tradition of C.S. Lewis and J. R.R. Tolkien’; translated, this 
usually means their works are thinly textured Christian allegories 
masquerading as full-bodied fiction — minus the vitality and depth of 
works by Lewis and Tolkien; (2) The Sentimentalists —those for 
whom the Christian life is a series of unlikely triumphs over the 
world's tribulations and trials; their novels read like Sunday school 
supplements, providing the reader with this vicarious triumphalism 
at the expense of characterization and plot, as well as a sense of 
reality. 

Happily, and marvelously, Harold Fickett avoids both imitation 
and sentimentality in crafting The Holy Fool, a most ambitious 
comic novel about the struggles of one believer to live his faith in 
the midst of cynicism, doubt and the thirst for power —that is to 
say, within the church. It is not enough to call The Holy Fool an 
achievement within that dubious category "Christian fiction," as if 
to say Fickett writes well “despite his Christian convictions; with 
this novel, Fickett takes his place among the most engaging and 
entertaining stylists in contemporary fiction. Fickett's aim is true: 
no one has captured the frustrations and ambiquities of living a 
Christian life in the 20th Century with such precision, grace and, 
yes, wit. 

The Holy Fool is the story of Ted March, an aging Los Angeles 
minister whose ministry and family life seem to be crumbling with- 
in and without when he decides to hold a "revival week" for his 
staid, protestant church. The events of this wildly improbable week 
form the center of the novel and are the occasion for Fickett's 
exploration of contemporary Christianity, its foibles, its contradic- 
tions and its joys. 

The Holy Fool is thus a splendid example of the Christian imagi- 
nation at work, freed from the restraints of easy-believeism and 
the “laws” of previous evangelical fiction. This novel does for 
contemporary evangelical Christianity what Shirley Nelson's fine 
novel, The Last Year of the War, did for the 1940s generation of 
fundamentalists: it speaks the truth about the sometimes sandy 
foundation of our commitments. The secular reader of The Holy 
Fool will receive an unretouched photo of what it means to be a 
Believer —the tensions, the anxieties, the pitfalls. The Christian 
reader, in contrast, receives a mirror of his or her own experi- 
ence of discipleship, alternately wincing at the well-tuned depic- 
tions of the church's weainesses and laughing at the surprisingly 
boisterous resilency with which it survives. LJ 
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REAL CHURCH - from page 115 


us than anything else in the world. We have too many ‘'sacred 
cows", the preserving of which takes precedence over the need to 
be objective and open to the word of God. 


But a fresh breeze is blowing across the land today. Brethren 
everywhere are starting to realize that unity, as well as peace with 
God is found in a commitment to Christ, not in any human creedal 
system. There is a growing desire for a ‘'thus saith the Lord" 
message, not a ‘thus saith Memphis, or Nashville, or Austin." 
Each of the authority groups is angry about it because they cannot 
meet this standard. They cannot give a “'thus saith the Lord" for 
much of what they have made central to fellowship. So they protest. 
But the people at the "grass roots” level are gravitating back to the 
"Bible Only"' concept. Some sacred cows have already fallen and 
more are yet to go. As they do the way is opened again for a 
restoration of emphasis upon the things God has made central, the 
real "fruit of the Spirit. 


Will the real Church of Christ please stand up? 
P.O. Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72143 
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EDITORIAL 


WITHDRAWING FROM THE WITHDRAWN 


Several months ago we had somewhat to say about the Collinsville 
(Okla. ) affair, in which a sister who had been disfellowshipped sued 
the elders and preacher for $390, 000, and won her case. Since then 
there have been articles galore appearing in our brotherhood papers 
condemning the "state" for interferring with a religious matter. 
But out of the many articles written, I have noted only a few in 
which the writer hit upon the real issue behind the lawsuit. Most 
wrote as if the whole question centers around the question of whether 
or not the Collinsville elders have the right to discipline one of its 
wayward members. That was never the guestion in the Collinsville 
debacle. To bring the reader up to date, bro. James Needham said 
in his April editorial in Torch, 

Now, from my point of view, the Collinsville elders, 
very likely, would not have their present problem if they 
had Followed the scriptures. The admitted adulteress told 
them she did not want to be a member there anymore; 
would no longer be under their oversight; that she would 
not be attending there any more. From a scriptural point 
of view, the purpose of what we call "church discipline" 
had been served at this point, namely, reform or separate. 
They set out to either reform her, or separate her from 
the rest of the flock lest '’a little leaven" should "leaven 
the whole lump" (1 Cor. 5:6). To this point their actions 
harmonize beautifully with scriptural teaching. When she 
failed to reform, and separated herself from the church 
and their oversight, they should have simply told the con— 
gregation of her action, and have ended the matter. (I do 
not mean they should have ended their efforts to restore 
her to the Lord). 

But the Collinsville elders didn't drop the matter, and went ahead 
with their traditional "withdrawal'' procedure, which included the 
sending of letters to surrounding congregations. Bro. Needham 
continues, 

-++ Not only did the elders fail to follow the scriptures 
when they tried to "withdraw" from someone who was not 
"with" them, they dug their hole a bit deeper by circula- 
ting their so-called letter of "withdrawal" to other church- 
es inthe area. Now, this is another one of our traditions. 
I have known of churches that had confusion over whether 
withdrawal letters should be sent to other churches; and I 
have known of others that had problems over whether such 
letters received by churches should be posted for the 
congregation to read. From the way some brethren feel 
about it, one would think there is a clear-cut passage that 
(turn to page 133) 
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WILL THE CHURCH SURVIVE? 


R.D. ICE 


"For the time is come that judgment must begin at the house of 
God..." (1 Pet. 4:17). This was true even as Peter was writing. 
The destruction of Jerusalem followed shortly. God is prepared to 
judge his people more severely than others. Compare James 3:1, 14 
14; 4:17. The perseverance of the church involves the promise of 
God's judgment on the church and its leadersfortheir unfaithfulness. 


"The time will come when many people will gather around and 
say, "Lord, Oh Lo-o-ord, we sure did preach in your name, didn't 
we? And in your name we sure gave the devil a run for his money, 
didn't we? We did all kinds of stunts and gimmicks in your name, 
didn't we?' Then I'll declare right in front of everybody, ‘I've 
never known you. Get away from me, you wicked religious racke- 
teers" (Mat. 7:21-23, Jordan's paraphrase). HOW can our Lord say 
such things to good, faithful brethren who have devoted their lives 
to Him?? The apostle Paul gives the answer in Romans 10:1-4; 2 
Corinthians 3:1-6. There is a way that seems so right, but it turns 
one away from the Spirit. 


Brother Woods showed the spirit of a prophet when he wrote in 
the GA, Oct. 4, 1979, in looking at the 'non-institutional group”: 
"It is this disposition which has led many churches, once great and 
active congregations, to wither on the vine. People cannot subsist 
on a diet of negativism and maintain robust spiritual life. We pre- 
dicted long ago that just this result would follow. It is true that 
rubbish must be cleared away before a building can be erected, but 
no one ever built a house with a 'crowbar’."' 


"The Churches of Christ are a dying institution.'' Respected 
brothers have said this. Now the specter of "'Collinsville” has come 
to haunt us. Why? IF GOD WERE NOT ALLOWINGIT, IT WOULD 
NOT HAPPEN. If God is judging "our brotherhood," it is a mistake 
to look for minor improvements and call them signs of hope. Yes, 
the judgment itself is a sign of hope -a sign of God's continuing 
love for His people (compare Isaiah 54:7-10). And if God is in fact 
judging us, the only way to respond is for "our brotherhood and its 
leaders" to repent where needed and to return to faithfulness in 
Him. If the church perseveres in faithfulness it will do so because 
of God! ! 


Recent events at Collinsville and similar locations have raised 
some important questions which demand Bible answers (compare 
1 Cor. 2:11-16). How far does the responsibility of elders extend? 
What is the relationship of a "local congregation" to the "church" 
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which Jesus built? Do we understand a congregation to be a "'gath- 
ered" congregation or a "parochial" congregation? Did Campbell, 
stone, etc., nave the right to resign from various Churches and 
Associations to avoid the effect of censure? Each of these raises 
additional questions. 


Yes, we know what Christ said. The "gates of hell/powers of 
death" will not overcome His church. Christians will be waiting 
when Christ returns (1 Thess. 4:15-17). But congregations may have 
their candlestick/lampstands withdrawn (Rev. 2:4-5). Congregations 


which do not grow through conversions must die through attrition 
(compare Mat. 25:29). 





We may react to this crisis in different ways. The ''triumphalist 
view" says in effect, that because of the divine promises nothing in 
the "Churches of Christ'' can go seriously wrong. This view is 
not content to defend "church authority," but feels obligated to 
defend almost everything the "church" does —to the point that it 
becomes impossible to admit mistakes or weaknesses. No brakes 
may be applied nor any changes made in the direction of travel. 


Another way views the perfect Christ, "Himself holy, innocent, 
pure, undefiled, etc.," (Heb. 7:26). He "knew'' nothing of sin (2 
Cor. 5:21). He came to be God's Lamb to take away the sins of the 
people (Heb. 2:17). But the church, embracing sinners in its bosom 
(compare Jesus’ parables of the fish net, wheat and tares, etc.) - is 
simultaneously holy and always in need to be purified. The church 
must always and forever pursue the path of repentance and renewal. 
The steering wheel must be turned first this way and then that to 
keep moving within the lane of travel. 


150 years ago, the undivided movement was growing rapidly. 
Walter Scott alone was baptizing around 1000 each year. The sec- 
tarian spirit was being driven out, and freedom was the word of the 
day. Christians were happy! They had found the "pearl of great 
price’! The Resurrection Gospel was proclaimed. Grace and unity 
were favorite themes. When the 'War Between the States" ended, 


the "Restoration" was the fourth largest religious group in the USA. 
God was blessing us! 


God will move His people where He wants them to be at whatever 
cost! "Our brotherhood" has a serious crisis. It is a crisis of love 
and hope, a crisis of truth and morality, a crisis of mercy and 
compassion, a crisis of unfaithfulness to the teaching and example 
of Christ. Compare Isaiah, Chapter 61. 


122 Maple Street, Chardon, Ohio 44024 








_ 


124 


\ 
MATTHEW -MARK-LUKE & JOHN 


ON DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE 


OLAN ITIC His 


Each of these disciples wrote one of what is generally termed 
“the four Gospel accounts."" Each had a background perspective of 
having been in the personal company of Jesus and under his tutelage 
for over three years. Each had the inspired presence of the Holy 
Spirit, whom Jesus had personally assigned the work of guiding 
them into all truth (John 16:13; Acts 1:8). Evidence of the fact that 
their revelations were divinely coordinated occurs in that many 
subjects are more greatly illuminated by putting together all that 
each writer said on a given subject. One writer supplies this 
particular piece of information, another supplies that piece, and the 
diligent student of the word is enabled to gain tremendous insights 
beyond what one might get if he isolates a single passage and relies 
on his own wisdom to analyze it. One could not imagine a more 
valuable piece of ''commentary" on a passage than to find something 
said on it by another writer who had both the personal, fleshly 
acquaintance with the Lord and the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit 
in writing. 


A classic case of this kind of "divine clarification"' occurs in 
reference tothe subject of divorce and remarriage. It is remark- 
able that religious leaders still struggle with feur basic questions 
on this subject, every one of which was clearly answered nearly 
2000 years ago by one of these inspired disciples. Instead of 
speculating we ought to consult the writings of the disciples on these 
four questions: 1) Did Jesus forbid the BREAKING of marriage, or 
did he forbid the FORMING of marriage by one who has broken it? 
2) Is the "adultery"’ he spoke of committed in divorcing and re- 
marrying, or in the sexual activity which occurs in the relationship 
which FOLLOWS those two acts? 3) Is the "adultery" SEXUAL in 
nature, or is it DRLOYALTY of another kind? 4) Can such adultery 
be just written off, freety forgiven, on the condition that one simply 
not repeat it anymore? Look at what each write gives us on the 
point he deals with: 1) WHAT ABOUT ELIGIBILITY FOR MAR- 
RIAGE ? Matthew clarifies at length, in chapter 19, that the subject 
Jesus was discussing was NOT "marriage eligibility'' at all but 
rather "Is it right for a man to put away his wife for every cause"? 
(vs. 3). In verse 6 he explicitly states, "What God hath joined 
together let not man PUT ASUNDER. It was this, the PERMANENCE 
is the subject matter of that whole context. The only time the 
marrying of another is mentioned is at verse 9, and there it is tied 
together with the PUTTING AWAY. Without that link it would have 
no connection with the subject of Matthew 19. In fact, Paul later 
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discussed the matter of marrying again, SEPARATE FROM A 
PUTTING AWAY action, and he said, "'Art thou loosed from a wife? 
Seek not a wife. But and if thou marry, thou hast NOT sinned" 
(1 Cor. 7:27-28). Matthew's peculiar contribution to this subject is 
in giving the broad context and thus pinpointing what the subject is, 
and also in supplying the "exception clause, ‘' Not supplied by the 
other writers. "Marriage eligibility'' was not the subject. Eligi- 
bility to freely destroy marriage was the subject. Matthew pictures 
Jesus as telling these Jewish men something they had not recognized 
before, that in dismissing wives and taking others, like trading 
pocket knives or hunting dogs or livestock, was not an innocent, or 
blameless thing todo, but rather an act of despicable disloyalty to 
solemn vows made to another human being. Jewish men had, until 
this time, pretty much thought of marriage in the former light, and 
their law pretty well allowed it. 


(2) What does the adultery" consist of: divorcing and remarry- 
ing, or sexual activity? Matthew would also make this clear if one 
reads his statement with ordinary rules of grammar in mind. Verse 
9 is a CONDITIONAL CLAUSE sentence. The protasis (first part) 
stipulates two actions, divorcing and remarrying, with no fornica- 
tion for a cause. The apodosis (latter part) stipulates a name for 
the sin, which is made a reality by the action of the protosis. The 
name is "adultery.'' Each time the action specified in the protosis 
happens, there is a corresponding reality that occurs in the apodosis. 
In other words, each time the man divorces and remarries, he 
commits adultery. In proper usage of the text, the second marriage 
relationship is not mentioned in any way. This makes it clear that 
the adultery consists in the two acts of disloyalty, not in the mar- 
riage relationship which follows those two acts. 


However, Luke provides the most direct and irresistable infor- 
mation on this point. In Luke 16:18 the two acts, divorcing and 
remarrying, are written in PRESENT PARTICIPLES. Virtually all 
scholars agree that present participles are used ONLY when the 
intention is to say that the action denoted by the participles takes 
place at the SAME TIME as the action denoted by the leading verb. 
Thus Luke here resolves any remaining question as to whether the 
Holy Spirit means to indicate adultery in the two acts or in the 
marriage relationship following. The use of present participles 
tells us for certain that the adultery happens when the divorcing and 
remarrying happens, NOT in the relationship that follows. 


(3) Is the adultery sexual in nature, committed with the second 
mate, or is it an act of disloyalty, committed against the first 
mate? Here Mark supplies a very precise bit of information on 
that, as he says, "Whosoever shall put away his wife and marry 
another committeth adultery AGAINST HER" (Mark 10:11). Thus 
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Mark tells us clearly that the infraction under discussion is a 
trespass against the wife which was put away, not an immorality 
committed WITH the second mate. 


(4) How should we handle such cases? Can adultery just be 
written off, as freely as other sins? Isn't some kind of '’penance” 
necessary ? Although John does not expressly treat the divorce- 
remarriage subject, he does very pointedly speak to this question. 
In John 8:1-11, he writes about a certain woman which was brought 
before Jesus by the Pharisees, "having been taken in adultery, in 
the very act.'' By the wording used here we think this was probably 
a sexual act of adultery, not the covenant breaking kind, referred 
to in the divorce passages. However, it was adultery, nevertheless, 
a sin against the marriage vows. The manner in which Jesus 
handled it is, therefore, significant to our question. The judgment 
of the Pharisees was "stone her, the law requires it!'' But the 
judgment of Jesus was "Neither do I condemn thee, go and sin no 
more." Nothing at all here about 'Now, if your husband divorces 
you for this you will never be eligible for marriage again!'"’ Only 
‘You are not condemned. Just do not repeat it."' It is also significant 
that in the fourth chapter, John tells of an encounter Jesus had with 
the Samaritan woman, at Jacob's well. He brings out that she had 
"had five husbands!" Moreover she was then living with one that 
was NOT her husband. But even in this case, Jesus still said 
absolutely nothing about MARRIAGE ELIGIBILITY. He simply told 
her that if she had asked he would have given her "living water." 
Actually it was hundreds of years later before men contrived the 
notions about forfeiture of marriage eligibility which now comprise 
the traditional theory. These notions change the subject that was 
being discussed, misread the statements of Jesus, and introduced 
ideas from pagan "sacrament" concepts which totally distort the 
word of God on the matter. The result is widespread devestation 
among those people who are suffering through the trauma of mar- 
riage breakdown. Instead of "Good News" and a redemptive mess-~ 
age, it brings to them the merciless, graceless rulings of human 
misunderstanding.- 


For those of us who are committed to the ways of God's grace, 
and who trust our savior above all human judgment, the way of truth 
is made simple on this matter by bringing together all the informa- 
tion provided by each of these disciples. Altogether this gives us 
the picture as painted by divine wisdom: A person who destroys his 
marriage and forms another, commits the sin of adultery each time 
he does that. The adultery in this case is not of a sexual nature but 
of a covenant breaking nature, as used in reference to people who 
forsake God and go to idols. The relationship which follows is a 
MARRIAGE, nota case of unmarried fornication. The adultery that 
is committed is not WITH the second mate, but AGAINST the first 
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mate. The person who does this has sinned and needs to learn and 
accept the way of God, namely ONE MAN for ONE WOMAN, FOR 
LIFE. The need now is to obtain the Lord's pardon, or forgiveness 
made possible by the blood of Christ, and made available through 
the graee of God. Involved in this reformation process is the 
necessity of making a resolution NOT to commit this sin again, 
ever. The word of the Lord to any penitent sinner is, "Neither do 
I condemn thee, go and sin no more" (John 8:11). This is the concept 
given us by the men who knew Jesus personally for a long time, and 
were directed later in what they wrote by the Holy Spirit himself. 
They themselves had a little tendency to misunderstand the state- 
ment of Jesus in Matthew 19:9 when he first said it. They thought 
maybe "it is better not to marry.'' But Jesus immediately dis- 
claimed that, saying, "NOT all men can receive that saying'' (Mat. 
19:10-12). These men who were there on that occasion know more 
about what he meant than human speculators of later centuries. 
Thus the apostle Paul wrote that men who "depart from the faith" 
would be the men who introduce the idea of "forbidding to marry" 
(1 Tim. 4:1-3). It is right to forbid DIVORCE, the destruction of 
marriage. But forbidding MARRIAGE itself is anti Biblical and 
originates with demons, as Paul said. The reasons why this is so 
are quite clear when we assemble the writings of all the "Four 
Evangelists,'' and let each contribute his answer to the point God 
directed him to write upon. 


P.O. Box 1253, Searcy, Arkansas 72143 





CHRISTIAN "ROCK", AGAIN 


Buff Scott, Jr. 


In the February issue of Ensign, I authored a piece on Satanic 
and ''Christian'' rock music. I pointed out that our youth will suffer 
severe hearing loss in future years from listening to thunderous 
rock music, whether Satanic or "Christian." In addition, I observ- 
ed that ''Christian'' rock, like drug-culture rock, carries a pagan- 
istic beat, is unintelligible, and that it appeals to the lower or 
animal nature. 


In the March issue, Bruce Edwards, Jr. disagreed. I was 
pleased to see the opposite viewpoint presented, although it was 
totally destitute of substantiating testimony. 


Christian rock, as I view it, boils down to nothing more than 
NOISE. It lacks substance. It contains no meat. One has to be 
programmed, like a robot, in rock music to understand the words. 
someone has said, "Unless you speak intelligible words with your 
tongue, how will anyone know what you are saying? You will just 
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be speaking into the air. If then I do not grasp the meaning of what 
someone is saying, I am a foreigner to the speaker, and he is a 
foreigner to me” (1 Cor. 14:9-11). 

Like drugs, Christian rock produces an artificial "high." Is it 
any wonder that the drug culture and rock music are bed partners 
and of the same family of social abuses? To speak of rock music 
and its appeal to the lower nature or animal emotions is not sim- 
plistic, as Bruce affirmed. Anyone with any experience in the 
rock music controversy should be able to see that the very essence 
of it does not nor cannot address the spirit and mind (intellect). It 
greets the animal part of man. It arouses the emotions and stimu- 
lates carnal passions. Simply observe those who are affected by 
it. Permit common sense to have its day- Rock music cannot 
generate trusting faith and sustain spiritual strength for its mess- 
age is weak and non-nutritional. What little message is found in it 
is suffocated by the excessive loudness of the instruments. {This, 
by the way, is my chief objection to instruments of music in the 
corporate assembly.) 

I agree with Bruce that contemporary youth need to be related to 
by contemporary methods. But I question whether their acceptance 
of Jesus during a Christian rock concert has enough meat in it to 
nourish them. What happens when they come down off their 
Christian rock "high’' and try to survive on a norma! level? 

It is good that Bruce decided to "argue" about the very thing he 
thought I should not have argued about! God bless him. 


1003 Pilot Avenue, Cherokee, Iowa 51012 








CHURCH GROWTH 


During 1983 the Boston Church of Christ had 403 baptisms. Kip 
McKean is the minister of this dynamic congregation. A report in 
the Christian Chronicle said ef him, 

“Under his leadership, the Boston church has had phenom- 
enal growth. The church had dwindled to only about 50 members in 
1979 when McKean, then a campus minister, was brought in to turn 
things around. The first year after he came, there were 103 bap- 
tisms in 1980, 200 in 1981, 252 in 1982, and 403 in 1983." 

According to statistics compiled by David Tarbet, Danbury, Conn., 
there were 27 churches of Christ to pass the 100 mark in conver- 
sions in 1983. Noticeably, 7 of those 27 churches were in the state 
of Florida, namely, by city, Fort Lauderdale (two cong.) 339, 
Jacksonville (two) 352, Gainsville 186, Miami 159, and Tampa 159. 
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JIMMY LOVELL 


For those who may not have heard, Jimmy Lovell is dead. The 
following report is excerpted from The Gospel Light, June 1984. 
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Jimmy Lovell, founder of World Bible School, died at 
2:15 p.m. Sunday, April 29, at age 87. 

A retired explosives salesman, Lovell devoted himself 
to teaching and preaching for over 50 years. As the found- 
er of World Bible School, the founding editor of Action, a 
church planter and missions enthusiast, Lovell was per- 
haps among the greatest evangelists of our times. Through 
his efforts over seven million people were brought into a 
study of the Bible. ... 

In 196] he founded and for 22 years edited Action, a mis- 
Sionary newsletter - journal. He solicited contributions 
through it and used the funds for distributing Bibles and 
tracts through the world. He was a member of the Board 
of Regents of Pepperdine University. 

In 1976, at age 80, Lovell founded World Bible School, a 
plan to match teachers in the United States with students 
in foreign countries for free Bible correspondence courses. 
The completed courses were graded by teachers in the 
United States. At the time of his death, the number of 
WBS teachers had grown to 90,000. Over seven million 
have taken the correspondence courses since the founding 
of WBS. Last year, according to Lovell, about 60, 000 
people worldwide were baptized as aresult of their studies. 
These figures are primarily compiled from teacher re- 
ports and projections. 


Bro. Lovell was a unique Christian of his day- As the old saying 
goes, he was his own man. That is, he wasn't owned by the brother- 
hood. He did his own thing the way he believed the Lord wanted it, 
and to him it didn't matter too much that some thought that he was 
a liberal. If he was, then Lord send us more liberals. - Editor 


WANTED TO 


One winter morning a husband heard his wife trying unsuccess- 
fully to start her car- He went outside and asked, ‘Did you try 
chocking it?" 

"No, but I felt like it,'’ she replied, gritting her teeth. 


HERE HE HEHEHE EE 
SPEAKING OF THE DEVIL 


Two youngsters were walking home from church after listening 
to an impassioned sermon against the devil. 


"What do you think about all that devil stuff?" asked one. 
The other shrugged. ‘Well, "' he said, "you know how Santa Claus 
turned out —it's probably just your dad." 


10 130 


The Letter to the Galatians 


J. JAMES ALBERT 


A lot of people don't like to write letters. To these people letter 
writing is a chore and they are sporadic in their efforts at writing. 
They would much rather receive a letter than write one. Some 
people have to have it very quiet when they are writing so that they 
can concentrate on what they want to say. Some people only write 
letters because they have to - there being some kind of a crisis or 
extraordinary need. 


The apostle Paul was the greatest letter writer of the New Test- 
ament scriptures, at least in numbers. it appears that most of his 
letters were written to deal with a crisis, crises, or a problem or 
problems of many kinds. The apostle wasn't able to sit down 
quietly at a desk and carefully polish every sentence that he wrote. 
I picture him pacing the floor, troubled by a threatening situation in 
some congregation, dictating to a "'secretary'' who did the actual 
writing for him. Verbally he would pour out his heart in words to 
people he loved and wanted to more fully enjoy the blessings of 
being disciples of Christ. Then he would authenticate what was 
written by another with his signature, adding perhaps a few words 
in his own handwriting. 


The letter to the Galatians is no exception to what I have said. 
The Galatians were confronted by a very serious problem. The 
gospel of Christ was under heavy attack, not by outspoken enemies 
of Jesus Christ, but by professed believers in him and alleged 
friends of Christianity. It has been said that were it not for the 
letter to the Galatians, Christianity might have become tust another 
Jewish sect. 


The apostle Paul had been very successful in preaching the gospel 
in Galatia. A lot of Gentiles had responded to the good news of 
Jesus Christ. After Paul left Galatia the Judaizers came along and 
told the Galatians that they could not be Christians without keeping 
the Law of Moses, including circumcision. It seems that the Juda- 
izers were persons who at least professed belief in Jesus, but 
added to the gospel conditions and teachings that made it not the 
gospel or nullified its effect. It also seems that the Judaizers were 
very arrogant and persistent in seeking to establish themselves and 
their teachings, causing considerable dissension. 


The Judaizers stood for and taught the very opposite of what sal- 
vation meant to the apostle Paul. That's why he told the Galatians, 
"I marvel that you are turning away so soon from Him who called 


11 131 


you in the grace of Christ, to a different gospel, which is not 
another" (Gal. 1:6, 7). 


The Judaizers were saying that Jesus Christ was not enough. 
They were saying that salvation was not a gift of love, a matter of 
grace, but that salvation was dependent upon a person's ability to 
keep a law. Thus salvation was earned or merited through the 
discipline and use of a person's own resources. And this wasn‘t 
what the apostle Paul had been commissioned to preach. He taught, 
"For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of 
yourselves; itis the gift of God, not of works, lest anyone should 
boast" (Eph. 2:8, 9). 


Salvation to the apostle Paul was throwing your helpless, sinful 
self on the mercies of God. It was accepting the love of God through 
faith in Jesus Christ. It's not being completely passive because no 
grateful person accepts gifts without responding in kind or showing 
gratitude. We respond to God's love in obedience, but there's a big 
difference between the attitude, ‘Look at me God, I'm yovr loyal, 
true servant working for you and deserve your consideration" and 
the attitude expressed in the song below. 


"Not the labours of my hands/Can fulfill Thy law's demand;/Could 
my zeal or respite know, /Could my tears for ever flow, /All for sin 
could not atone:/Thou must save, and Thou alone. /Nothing in my 
hand I bring,/Simply to Thy Cross I cling;/Naked, come to Thee 
for dress;/Helpless, look to Thee for grace;/Foul, I to the fountain 
fly;/Wash me savior, or I die." 


The gist of salvation is not what we can do for God. The gist of 
salvation is what God has done for us. We could never save our- 
selves by our understanding of and obedience to a law, whether it 
be the Law of Moses ora distorted "law of the Spirit of life in 
Christ Jesus." 


The apostle Paul could write a letter to the Churches of Christ 
today and say much the same thing that he said to the Galatians. 
They add to the gospel of Christ by teaching that people must con- 
form to their party shibboleths and unwritten creeds to obtain 
salvation and to stay within the fellowship of God's dear Son. Thus 
they make the gospel not the gospel or nullify its effect. 


Ironically, each party known as the Church of Christ accuses all 
other parties of the Churches of Christ of preaching another gospel 
because of their demands of conformity to opinions that characterize 
and identify the party. But really they aren't preaching another 
gospel because there isn't another gospel as the apostle Paul said. 
Like the Judaizers of old they have added to the gospel, making it 
not the gospel. 

Every party in the Churches of Christ which adds to the gospel 
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their identifying interpretations and opinions as tests of fellowship 
are not preaching the gospel. They are adding to the gospel and 
thus making it not the gospel. They are confusing the gospel with 
teachings that are meant for the edification of those in the fellow- 
ship. They are teaching salvation by works of merit. They are 
essentially saying that persons can earn righteousness. 


The Judaizers didn't like what the apostle Paul preached and 
taught so they attacked his credibility as an apostle. Those today 
who oppose partyism in the Churches of Christ are similarly at- 
tacked. They are called names, their credibility is smeared through 
gossip and misrepresentations, and they are blackballed and 
ostracized. 


The apostle Paul said that the Judaizers sought to "spy out" our 
liberty which we have in Christ Jesus that they might bring us into 
bondage. '' Partyism in the Churches of Christ has the very same 
purpose. 

Brethren, all I ask is that you merely think about these things. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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WITHDRAWING ~- from page 122 


says it is the duty of a "withdrawing" church to inform 
every other church in the area of their actions to keep the 
erring member from slipping into some other church 
unawares. 


They, of course, have no such "scriptural right."" The matter 
should never have left the confines of the local congregation. The 
brother who thinks the scandal should have been "noised abroad" to 
other congregations in the vicinity should tell us just how far the 
"yvicinity"' extends. If the purpose for such a practice is based upon 
practical reasons, i.e., to prevent the one disfellowshipped from 
“slipping into’'some other congregation, then someone has got to 
decide the geographical extent to which the matter is to be adver- 
tised, or else the wayward one might slip in "unawares." This 
might require notifying the entire brotherhood! —and the whole thing 
is too impractical to discuss. 


The attitude is wrong to begin with. It is not based on what is 
good for the brother or sister who is in the wrong, but based on 
vindicating the congregation in the eyes of outsiders. For this 
reason the practice is unscriptural in that the welfare of the sinner 
is no longer of prime concern. Any official act of discipline im- 
posed by a church that does not have the good of the sinner at heart 
is unscriptural, anti-scriptural and unChristian. Yes, a little 


(turn to back cover) 
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THEOLOCY & SCRIPTURE 


DAN WALTERS 


Editor's Note: This is the second rebuttal by Dan Walters, the first 
appearing in the May issue. The reader is requested to re-read the 
May issue to bring him/herself up to date. I have taken the liberty 
of numbering bro. Waiters‘ paragraphs for easy reference. 

1. The editor of Ensign thinks that I handled him "gently" in my 
last article. I hope that he does not mistake courtesy for weakness. 
I bear absolutely no personal animosity toward brother Kilpatrick, 
but Ivehemently oppose his doctrine, which I believe to be false and 
dangerous. Any brother, conservative or liberal, who writes out of 
malice and seeks to denigrate his adversary in a personal manner 
has no business writing articles at all and should not be published. 

2. Brother Kilpatrick makes too many assumptions in his reply. 
This seems to be habitual and not intentional, since he makes un- 
warranted assumptions which have no relation to the argument. 
Because my mailing address is Fletcher, N.C., he assumes that I 
preach for a church there. In fact there is no church of Christ in 
Fletcher, and I am a member of a church in Asheville, N.C. Be- 
cause I have written a number of articles for Guardian of Truth, he 
assumes that I am a staff writer for that paper. In fact I have never 
been a staff writer for any magazine and do not covet the honor. I 
certainly do not wish to appear as a spokesman for any magazine or 
for any sect, faction, or party within or outside of the body of 
Christ. I am merely a Christian who seeks to understand and to 
teach the Scriptures. 

3. The editor assumes that I oppose some of his doctrines just 
because they are also taught by denominations. This is incorrect. 
I oppose that part of his doctrine that is unscriptural or anti- 
scriptural and is also taught by some denominations. My point is 
that faithful brethren have exposed those same doctrines taught in 
Ensign are in no way unique—they have been defeated more times 
than Harold Stassen. 

4. The editor assumes that I assume that what he said about 
“faith only'' was in reference to sanctification and not to justifica- 
tion. This is incorrect. I know he was talking about justification, 
and I do not separate this from sanctification. Sanctification means 
being set apart for a purpose. When we are saved this is what 
happens. So that the readers will clearly see the difference be- 
tween us, I will make it doubly plain. The Scriptures teach that one 
is not saved or justified by faith alone. One is saved by the prin- 
ciple of faith, but is not saved until he meets certain conditions; 
hamely, he must believe, repent, confess Christ, and be baptized 
for the remission of sins. 

9. Obedience to the gospel, as described above, is not a work of 
merit which earns salvation. The only ground of our salvation is 
the shed blood of Christ. But in order for man to receive the bene- 
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fit of that blood, he must meet the terms of pardon laid down in the 
New Testament. Having done that, he has still received salvation 
as a gift. Let us use a simple illustration. If I work for a month 
on a job and receive a check for $1000, I have earned that money - 
I can demand it as my right. But if someone says to me, "I want 
to present you with a $1000 check as a gift, and all you have to do is 
come by my house, pick up the check, endorse it, take it to the 
bank, and cash it,'' then if I meet those terms, I have still received 
a gift. I have not earned the money. I have merely accepted the 
free gift on the terms offered. So it is with salvation. 

6. This leads us to baptism, which brother Kilpatrick does not 
believe is essential to salvation. The New Testament makes bap- 
tism a condition for receiving eternal life. Baptism is the water 
spoken of by Christ to Nicodemus in John 3:1-8. The new birth is 
the birth of "water and of the Spirit" (v. 5}. Without this new birth, 
one "'cannot enter into the kingdom of God'' {v. 5). Baptism is also 
the "washing of regeneration" of Titus 3:5 by which God saved us. 
Without baptism there is no remission, no justification, no salva- 
tion, no regeneration, no hope. Brother Kilpatrick does not believe 
this. His position is very close to that of the Baptists, and very 
far from that of Christ and the Apostles. 

7. The editor goes so far as to say that remission of sins is not 
"even the prime consideration of baptism.'' Yet Peter says that 
baptism is "for the remission of your sins" (Acts 2:38). Whom shall 
we believe? The author assumes that it does not matter whether 
sins are forgiven at the exact momentof baptism. It does not matter 
to him of they are forgiven before baptism, or at the point of faith. 
This is what the Baptists teach, and it makes baptism non-essential. 
On the other hand, the Scriptures offer no grounds for hope for 
those who neglect or reject baptism. 

8. This brings us to our brother's idea that the blood of Christ 
does not really take away sin. He assumes that I understand what 
he teaches, but that I purposely misrepresent his position. Not so. 
I understand correctly that he does not believe that the sins of a 
Christian are gone, taken away, washed away, never remembered 
again, forgiven, leaving the soul without guilt. He believes that the 
sins are still there, leaving us still unrighteous, and so they have 
to be covered up by the personal righteousness of Christ. This is 
not what the Bible teaches. 

9. The editor assumes that I have confessed my faith in his brand 
of imputed righteousness because I made the statement that our 
righteousness is "of Christ," and that it 'was given to us by the 
Heavenly Father through the precious blood of His Son.'' Again, the 
assumption is incorrect. Brother Kilpatrick believes that the per- 
sonal righteousness of Christ (the virtue of the pure life that he 
lived on earth) is imputed to the believer. And he believes this 
imputation is what justifies rather than forgiveness of sins through 
the blood of Christ. The Scriptures clearly teach that it was 
Christ's death on the cross that saved us. His perfect life qualified 
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lishments, if indeed there be such. I think it would behoove Dan to 
make his own case, out of which he may discover that the old cliches 
and modes of argument may be outdated. 

#4. Bro. Waiters wants to "make it doubly plain" that no one is 
saved by "faith alone", that the penitent believer must ''meet cer- 
tain conditions", i. e., believe, repent, confess, and be baptized 
‘for the remission of sins''' (how does the sinner obey the "for the 
remission of sins', or how may he disobey ‘for the remission of 
sins' as he is being baptized?). Now, let Dan tell us if the four 
things mentioned above fall within the category of "faith’’ or in the 
category of "works." If he deems them to be works then he has the 
believer being justified by faith PLUS works, which directiy con- 
tradicts the scriptures. But if he says they belong to faith, then he 
must accept the conclusion that the sinner is saved by faith alone. 
Here we are talking about the grounds of justification, not some 
physical or mental activity that may be prevalent at the 4ims. There 
can be no justification by faith PLUS! This would violate the prin— 
ciple laid down by Paul in Romans 3:28, "For we hold that a man is 
justified by faith apart from works of law."' If Dan makes laws out 
of faith, repentance, confession and baptism and then says that the 
sinner is justified upon obedience to these laws (or "meeting the 
conditions") he is advocating the very thing that Paul is denying, 
that is, salvation by faith plus law. 

Faith, repentance, confession, and baptism are not laws or con- 
ditions that one must ‘meet in order to" receive salvation. As 
we have stated so many times, these are the sinner's response to 
the preaching of the gospel. If he-doesn't respond, then there is no 
issue to even discuss. Just as in the $1000 illustration, in #5, Dan 
says that the one receiving the money did not earn it by the fact that 
he must meet all the conditions. But if it was offered based upon 
the meeting of those conditions, he DID earn it! He did all that was 
required of him. He earned what was promised because he met fhe 
conditions! Where there are conditions to meget, the thing offered 
is no longer a “free gift.'' The simplicity or the leniency of the 
conditions is immaterial. He did what was commanded and he was 
qualified to receive the reward. He earned it just as if he had 
done hard labor for a whole month. 

In reference to sanctification, Dan says that he makes no dis- 
tinction between this and justification, and it is probably why he has 
trouble with the subject. Sanctification, according to Vine, is from 
the Greek "hagiasmos", and "is used of (a) separation to God, 1 Cor. 
1:30; 2 Thess. 2:13; 1 Pet. 1:2; (b) the course of life befitting those 
SO separated, 1 Thess. 4:3,4,7; Rom. 6:19,22; 1 Tim. 2:15; Heb. 
12:14."' Vine goes on to say that sanctification "'cannot be transferred 
or imputed, it is an individual possession, built up, little by little, 
as the result of obedience to the Word of God, and of following the 
example of Christ..." 

On the other hand, justification is from the Greek "dikaiosis" and 
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Vine says that it ''denotes the act of pronouncing righteous, justifi- 
cation, acquittal; ... signifying the establishment of a person as 
just by acquittal from guilt." On what grounds then can Dan Say that 
justification and sanctification mean the same thing? Itis true that 
when the believing sinner is justified he is then sanctified, but he 
is first justified and then sanctified. 


#7. I say again that '‘forgiveness of sins" is not the prime con- 
sideration of baptism. As Dan himself says further on, sins are 
taken away by the blood of Christ. Now, which of these two is 
“prime”, as respecting the forgiveness of sins, baptism or the 
blood of Christ? Certainly the ground for forgiveness is not in the 
human act of baptism. 


#8. Bro. Walters doesn't believe he has misrepresented my 
position, but he has me disbelieving ''that the sins of a Christian 
are gone, taken away, washed away, never remembered again, 
forgiven, leaving the soul without guilt'', etc. It depends on the 
sense in which these things are taken. So in what sense are they 
true. There is an actual, literal sense in which sins may be re- 
moved, forgiven, washed away, etc., and there is a "legal’’ sense 
in which they are so. Cana murderer ever Say that he is not guilty 
of murder, even though he may receive a pardon? Can pardon ever 
remove the fact that he did it? It cannot, yet, his guilt can be 
legally removed and he may then be regarded as if he had never 
committed the crime. But pardon can never erase moral guilt 
whether it be murder or just plain sin. Soit is with the sinner. He 
can never say that he is not factually guilty, but he may be legally 
pardoned and be regarded as if he had never sinned. This is that 
which makes the grace of God so amazing. But being forgiven does 
not make the sinner inwardly righteous, i.e., having a righteous- 
ness based upon his moral goodness. He stands before God ina 
category of righteousness because the grace of God put him there. 
Therefore no one ever literally becomes inwardly righteous because 
he has been forgiven. The blood of Christ is our robe of righteous- 
ness, atoning (covering) our inward sinfulness. The great difference 
between these two concepts is that imputed righteousness gives 
full credit to God's grace, not only at the time of justification but 
also in the believer's subsequent life of sanctification. Dan's con- 
cept may give God credit for initial justification, but in the sancti- 
fied life, it is man who receives the glory for his ability to perform 
good works, or works of obedience (which means the same thing). 
Even though Dan knows that Christians continue to sin after being 
justified and must ask for forgiveness, he attributes the cause 
to the worthiness of the faith that brings repentance that asks for 
forgiveness. This is where he gets "God's part" and ''Man's part". 
God never receives the full credit. 

Sanctification is first of all an act that sets the believing sinner 
apart for service unto God, and then it is a growth process that 
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continues throughout the Christian life. When Vine said that sancti- 
fication is not imputed I am confident that he was referring to the 
personal holiness that one acquires through good works. There is 
a sense in which sanctification is imputed. The Hebrew writer said 
that without this sanctification (holiness) "no one would see God" 
(12:14). The inspired writer said that we are to follow after peace 
and sanctification, meaning that it is something that we strive for 
throughout our earthly sojourn—which has to mean also that it is 
something never personally perfected on earth. Still the Hebrew 
writer said that without this holiness we could not see God. So it 
is essential that the holiness of Christ be imputed, for there can be 
no such thing as being legally justified without bearing all the 
essentials that go with justification. In other words, God imputes 
the type of character that goes with "non~guilt", which is the holi- 
ness of sanctification. Even while we struggle to overcome Sin in 
our personal lives, we are ‘'sanctified in Christ Jesus" (1 Cor. 1:2). 
God has made Christ "our righteousness... and sanctification" (1 
Cor. 1:30). 

Again, sanctification is an act and also a growth process. Paul 
said that the Corinthians were sanctified (1 Cor. 6:11), but he also 
said that they were "yet carnal" (1 Cor. 3:3). He said to the Thess- 
alonians, ''May the God of peace sanctify you wholly" (1 Thess. 5: 
23), which indicates that they were not "completely" sanctified, but 
in 2 Thessalonians 2:13 he indicates that they were already sancti- 
fied. Therefore, the personal righteousness (holiness) of Christ is 
indeed imputed to the believer. Otherwise you would have the guilty 
believer standing before God as "not guilty" while in a state of 
“unholiness", which would be a paradox to say the least. We know 
of course that in actual fact the believer is both guilty and unholy. 
But by the fact that he is "in Christ" he shares in all that Christ is, 
that is, in his non-guilt and in his holiness. 

4#9&10. Bro. Dan made some correct statements in his first 
rebuttal concerning imputed righteousness of which I made mention, 
but apparently he felt we were getting too close andto keep us at 
arms length he attempted to clarify himself in this paragraph and 
ended up making some bewildering statements, such as, "But the 
editor wants to say that this is "our own righteousness". The 
editor wants to say the very opposite. It is NOT our own righteous- 
ness, but a righteousness that originates with God and is given to 
the believer as a free gift. It is Dan who said, "...and so God sent 
His Son to die in order that His shed blood could take away our sins 
(he previously argued that baptism does this, r]k) and make us 
righteous. "’ Now, a sinner is either righteous by imputation or he 
is righteous by being MADE righteous. If he is made so, then he 
is righteous because God altered his character! In which case he 
has a righteousness of his own. What bro. Walters is saying is the 
old traditional teaching that God cleanses us initially and points us 
in the right direction and from there on it is up to us to remain in 
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a state of righteousness based upon our obedience to commandments. 
When we slip we fall out of grace and when we repent and ask for 
forgiveness we are back in grace. So the whole life of the Christian 
is an “in-and-out” affair which some call "yo-yo-righteousness. " 
This makes salvation seem rather precarious for then we must 
pray that if death overtakes us unexpectedly we may be found to be 
“in''—which is sort of a "spiritual Russian roulette.'' It is no 
wonder that our people live lives of fear. This is what happens 
when people shut out the Holy Spirit from their lives. This is the 
very role of the Holy Spirit, why he indwells. 
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WITHDRAWING - from page 133 


leaven contaminates the whole lump and should be removed, but why 
go public with it? The Collinsville caper is a plain case of church 
“branding, '' but as it turned out the elders got burned. It is an 
expensive lesson to learn, even though I'm not sure the elders nor 
most members of the brotherhood have learned anything, mainly 
because they don't know what the real issue is all about. They have 
been led to believe that it is a case of government interference into 
a loca)? church arfair, which is incorrect. Does the church have a 
right to brand one before the whole community who has withdrawn 
membership from that church? ~that is the question. Eventually 
the case will undoubtedly come before the Supreme Court. I hope 
the elders win, or else the Court will set a precedence that will be 
hard to live with in years ahead. - Editor 
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EDITORIALLY SPEAKING 


In the August issue I reported that during 1983 there were 27 
Churches of Christ that passed the one hundred mark in baptisms. 
I have since learned that out of those 27 churches, 11 of them are, 
what is sometimes called, ''Crossroads churches." Of the 16 re- 
maining, 11 are black churches - for what it's worth. 


THE CONWAY CONFERENCE 


Last January the University Church of Christ in Conway, Ark. 
hosted a "unity'’ conference consisting of most segments of our 
splintered restoration movement. In giving his evaluation of the 
conference, J. Harold Thomas, who preaches for the University 
church, listed several things needed to make such conferences 
more productive; one of which was, 'We must have a loving attitude 
toward those who differ from us." 


As expected, the unity conference was soundly condemned by 
Ira Rice, Jr. The entire July issue of Contending for the Faith 
magazine was devoted to the subject of unity. It wasn't necessary 
to read the magazine to know what kind of terms the authors laid 
out for unity. All of them vouched for unity, on their terms of 
course. They added nothing new to what has been sounded forth 
for many years; that is, ‘You give up what you believe and believe 
as I do and we will have unity; otherwise there will be none."" This 
is the kind of attitude that will forever keep our divided brethren 
divided. It is the kind of attitude that caused the division in the 
first place. Our preachers are doing nothing about healing the 
strife that now exists in the Churches of Christ except to pay it lip 
service. They love their opinions too much to really work for the 
fulfillment of the Lord's prayer in John 17, that all may be one. 


If being united means that every Christian must believe and think 
just exactly alike, then unity is impossible. They never have and 
they never will, and any preacher who continues to call for the 
sameness of thought on a]l doctrinal matters proves that he has no 
concern whatever for the unity of God's people. He proves it be- 
cause he knows it will never happen, and yet he continues to preach 
it. ‘If they'll just speak where the Bible speaks and keep silent 
where the Bible does, then we'll all be united."' But who will be the 
judge as to when brethren are "speaking where the Bible speaks” 
and "keeping silent where it is silent"? Just why our preachers 
continue to mouth the slogan is beyond me. We have never kept 
silent where the Bible is silent, nor do we always speak where it 
speaks. So the saying is meaningless, in so far as our putting it 
into practice. 


(turn to page 152 ) 
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GOD'S CREATIVE LOVE 


CHARLES GEISER 


_He that saith he is in the light, and hateth his brother, is | 
in darkness even until now. He that loveth his brother 
abideth in the light, and there is none occasionof stumbling 

-inhim. But he that hateth his brother is in darkness, and 
walketh in darkness, and knoweth not whither he goeth, 
because that darlmess hath blinded his eyes (1 John 2:9-11). 





Often times our relationships between brethren are not merely 
"black and white" as we would tend to like to have them. We must 
grow maby times in our love for one another over a period of time 
but there should come a time when love is the real, genuine thing. 
The brother who knows how to love another brother in the Lord like 
Christ said for His disciples to love (John 13:34, 35) abides in the 
light and there is nothing there that can cause his falling from that 
love as he walks in the light of God's Word. We love one another 
because of the love God had for us in the first place (1 John 4:11). It 
was not some "twilight zone" kind of love God had for us; He "'so 
loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son. . ."" (John 3:16, 17). 
Any brother in Christ should mean something to us, be someone we 
can sympathize with, try to understand, reason with and have mercy 
on at any given time. But do we? There are ways that we often 
regard one another nowever, and these ways are not manifestations 
of Biblical love. 


(1) Sometimes we regard brethren as negligible, sort of non- 
entities, especially when we are busy with "big things" in the 
church's activities of the moment. Their life does not touch mine, 
so should I really show an interest in their concerns? As a matter 
of fact, some brethren do not even exist when it comes to some 
kind of recognition. I have written letters to prominent brethren 
myself in thanking them for editing an excellent article or paper or 
periodical and never hear from them. I have to touch myself to see 
If I exist or not! Tothem I must not. It just seems a shame to be 
so "busy" with one's business to not be able to show some kind of 
regard for others. 


(2) Some brethren are treated with contempt in the church. They 
are not intellectually inferior, kind of ignorant of what is "really 
happening" spiritually or thought so to be and are treated thusly in 
kind. Their tasks are unimportant, their 'mission'' as a member 
of the body of Christ is ''too menial" for others of the (should I use 
"clergy''—we do not have one of those, do we?) leadership. They 
thus become kind of a nuisance in the local church when it comes to 
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making decisions (when no elders is the situation). No one will ask 
them anything because they "get carried away" with some silly 
thought that the "in brethren" cannot spend time with. Is that love? 
Do we just love those brethren that are somewhere at "our level" 
in life and the rest just stumble along and if we have time for them 
after everything else is taken care, maybe we can even speak to 
them! ! 


(3) Some brethren are felt to be competitive to others. He takes 
on the mental image in some minds that he is “trying to take over" 
things in the church. He is trying to outdo me or someone (I just 
know he is!) and he ought to leave, find out some gossip about him 
to make him look bad, or something. He gets in our way (OUR way) 
and we almost think he ought to be removed in some way. I would 
not be surprised if we found a "moral Mafia'' among us if we could 
work it and be "legal" and "spiritually upright" in doing so. 


(4) Or, we can regard any brother in Christ the way we should= 
with the same kind of love (agape) that Christ had for us. A love 
that compels us (II Cor. 5:14), a love that passes understanding 
(Eph. 3:17-19), or as Jesus said, ‘'as I have loved you..." (John 13: 
34). His needs are to be our needs, we actually "belong to one 
another" (Rom. 12:4,5). We are all members of the one body (Eph. 
4:4: 1-22,23). We have our differences of understanding, or inter- 
pretation, our personalities and backgrounds are divers, but love 
should cover these things! Our brother's interests should be mine 
and our central interest should be in teaching the lost God's one 
way for salvation (John 14:6; Acts 4:11, 12; Eph. 4:4-6). To waik in 
the light of God is to have at the same time fellowship with those 
who also are walking in that same light (Ps. 119:105; 1 John 1:7); 
Eph. 4:1-3). 


Our chances of shimbling in God's sight are reduced significantly 
when we love one another as brethren. Love for one another will 
bring about a growth in spirituality (1 Pet. 2:2; II Pet. 3:18). Any 
hatred for brethren will stunt us, love will embellish. Any hatred 
blinds, distorts, causes unfair.remarks and decisions to be done, 
but love will make every effort to understand, be compassionate 
and merciful as possible. We were saved by God's mercy (Titus 
3:4,5), shall we show the same? God's love He has shown for us 
should create in us a love for Him and others that surpasses ordi- 
nary men's minds and bewilders them. [ continually and con- 
sciensciously recall the love God revealed to me in His Son, and 
behave accordingly. May we allow the kind of love God had to be 
our kind of love. 


P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004-1154 
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FACTS TO FACE 


J. JAMES ALBERT 


During the course of the school year I don’t have as much time to 
read and study as I would like to have, and to top it off they are 
lengthening the school year in California. Nevertheless, I do get 
some reading and studying in, and as usua] have made some notes 
on my yellow legal pad. Again, I would like to share some of these 
with you. 


(1) We have denominated ourselves. To assert that the Churches 
of Christ, whether you use a small "c"' or a capital "'C", are not a 
denomination is to make a claim that is not supported by fact. Our 
exclusive use of this name is the first indication of our denomina- 
tionalism. 


To name is to denominate. To denominate is to name. God gave 
no exclusive or proper name to His people. He did not denominate 
them. His people are referred to as an assembly, a body, a family, 
a kingdom, etc. But these designations say something about the 
nature of His people and are not proper names. 


The purpose of naming ourselves is to identify ourselves as being 
different. We want to be sure that we are not confused or lumped 
with any other believers who do not conform to our mold or fit into 
our fold. As the party spirit breeds more and more divisions the 
problem of identification becomes more complex and confusing. 


My son's name is exactly the same as mine, but to distinguish his 
legally on his birth certificate we had a Roman numeral two, indi- 
cating the second, put after his name. I understand that this isn't 
the way you are supposed to do it, but we didn't want him to be 
called Junior. There are approximately two dozen divisions among 
the heirs of the American Restoration Movement known as the 
Churches of Christ. Generally each one does not want to be con- 
fused or identified with the other twenty-three. So our oral nomen- 
clature includes such names as the One Cup-No Sunday School 
Church of Christ, the No-Sunday School Church of Christ, the Pre- 
millennial Church of Christ, the No Divorce Church of Christ, the 
Set Order Church of Christ, the Fermented Wine Church of Christ, 
the mainline Church of Christ, and on and on. 


As I indicated above, most of these names are part of our oral 
nomenclature and are not used to designate our buildings. Many 
times there is a sign out front or over the door saying merely 
Church of Christ. When I was growing up we usually took great 
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delight in any “erring brethren" (those who identified with a differ- 
ent division of the Church of Christ) who, new to the community or 
traveling through, came to our building by mistake. Sometimes 
they would get up and leave and sometimes they would politely sit 
through the entire assembly. If the speaker was aware that they 
were Of another persuasion on the party shibboleths he would often 
take the opportunity to attack their party and its “digressions", 
blaming them and their kind for all the confusion and divisions in 
the church. Frequently, when the assembly was over we would 
have an impromptu debate at the back of the building or just outside 
the door. At times I even saw women get involved in the debacles. 
Usually the people never came back, or if they did, they brought 
reinforcements. 


To conclude my remarks on the fact that we have denominated 
ourselves, let me share a recent experience with you. One of the 
Churches of Christ in town was having a meeting with a noted 
evangelist and I decided to go one evening and hear him. I had 
never been to any of the assemblies of this Church of Christ before. 
After the assembly was over, a man whom I had known through 
other avenues in town and who had been told, by some others that I 
knew who were there that evening, that I was of Church of Christ 
background came across to me and said, "Jim, I didn’t know you 
were Church of Christ, which one?" 


(2) We have a creed other than Christ. The original, divine 
creed had but one article, viz., "Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God." This had to be believed and confessed by all who sought to 
be part of ‘the Way."’ It was not assent to a system of doctrines 
and methods, or agreement in opinions, that justified and saved. 
The God of heaven knew that it was and is unreasonable to require 
persons of various intellects to subscribe to doctrines and state- 
ments formulated by human leaders as conditions of being in the 
fellowship of His dear Son. He saw commitment in the heart and 
surrender of life to Jesus in response to the facts of the gospel as 
a much better test of fitness or both initia] entrance into and con- 
tinued acceptance in the fellowship. Generally speaking, nothing 
should be made a condition of fellowship that is not a condition of 
salvation. 


People who have been raised in the Churches of Christ, so to 
speak, have been given a steady diet of the arguments against 
human creeds. They are destitute of divine authority, they dethrone 
Christ, they attach the mind to denominational shibboleths instead 
of permitting free inquiry and consecration to the whole truth, they 
promote and perpetuate schisms and divisions, etc., etc. What is 
so ironical and so devastating, is that while we know al] of these 
arguments against creeds, Satan has blinded us to our own situation. 
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Because we don't have written creeds so titled, we have over- 
looked our unwritten creeds which have crept in over the years. We 
have severely criticized those we label as sectarians for picking 
out certain doctrines from the scriptures and enfolding them or 
their interpretations into a creed using them as a basis of accept- 
ance. We have done the same. To their credit they admit their 
creeds and are up front about them. We deny that they exist in our 
denomination while’ our dogmatic devotion to them continues to 
divide us and keep us separated. Satan has cunningly and shrewdly 
infiltrated our ranks with the party spirit while at the same time 
causing us to believe just the opposite. He wants us to believe that 
we have no creed but Christ and that we represent the only loyal 
and true worshippers of God. 


if you sometimes wonder why it seems we have fallen into a state 
of ennui, why we so often strain out gnats and swallow camels, why 
we tend to be so schismatical and divisive, why we lack spirituality, 
and why so many apparently intelligent young people leave our 
ranks, a lot of it can be attributed to our devotion to our unwritten 
creeds. Hereditary orthodoxy is a much worse fate than anything 
that can befall us from free and unrestrained reading, studying, 
and discussing openly God's written word. 


P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 


“REMISSION OF SINS” BAPTISM 


EDDIE CREIGHTON 


Was he baptized for the remission of his sins? This is a common 
question among those of our heritage. I talk with many who think 
“baptism for the remission of sins" is some special type of baptism 
God requires of everyone before he'll save them. ‘Remission of 
sins'' becomes something we do rather than something we receive. 
Many believe and teach that Peter said in Acts 2:38 to repent and 
be baptized for the remission of sins, and they further teach that 
no one is a Christian until he submits to this type of baptism- 


On the day of Pentecost, Peter preached the gospel of the death, 
burial and resurrection of Jesus (Acts 2:14-36). The believers 
were touched in their heart by the gospel and asked Peter and the 
other apostles what they should do. Peter said to them, ‘Repent 
and let each of you be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.'' Those 
who responded in faith to the good news were promised remission 
of sins and the gift of the Holy Spirit. Other examples of baptism 
in the name of Jesus are found in Acts 10:48; 19:5; 8:16; and Matthew 
28:19. 
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I have a few questions for those who would limit the body of Christ 
to include only those baptized ‘for the remission of their sins." If 
one has to understand or believe that his sins are forgiven at bap- 
tism in order for them to be forgiven, wouldn't he also have to 
understand that he receives the gift of the Holy Spirit at baptism in 
order to receive it- Romans 8:9 says that anyone who doesn't have 
the Spirit of Christ doesn't belong to Christ. I know many of our 
heritage that understood little if anything about the Holy Spirit at 
the time of their baptism. Maybe that's why I never hear anyone 
ask, "Was he baptized for the gift of the Holy Spirit?" 


If the question "Were you baptized for the remission of your 
sins ?"' is a sound test of fellowship, would it not also be logical to 
ask if you repented for the remission of sins? Isn't repentance as 
important as baptism? Why not ask if we repented for the gift of 
the Holy Spirit ? 


Since we are baptized into Christ (Rom. 6:3), did we have to 
understand this at baptism in order to be in Christ? Since those in 
Christ are in His body, did we have to understand this in order to 
be in the family of God? (1 Cor. 12:13). Since baptism symbolizes 
our death to the old life and entrance into the new, did we have to 
understand this in order to be born anew? (Rom. 6:4). 


If any of these questions are valid tests of fellowship, then all are 
necessary. If not, who will determine which we will use and which 
we will not? No. None of these questions are just tests of fellow- 
ship because salvation doesn't depend on our lmowledge of baptism 
but on our faith in Jesus (Eph. 2:8). Our salvation isn't in what we 
believe, but in whom we believe. And that's good to know because 
we just might be wrong about all the details of baptism. 


In Matthew 28:19 Jesus said, ''Go therefore and make disciples of 
all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit." In Mark 16:16 Jesus said, "Whoever believes and 
is baptized will be saved."' It would help our endeavor for unity to 
Simply present baptism as Jesus and his disciples did. It would 
also help our efforts toward unity to realize that God is the author 
of grace and He has the right to dispense it to whomever He wishes. 
He doesn't need us to tell Him how, when, and to whom grace is to 
be applied. 


God's family is worldwide and is not limited by the boundaries 
that man and his logic have devised. The family of God is larger 
than many perceive it to be. Itis also larger than some want it to 
be- All who have accepted His saving grace in faith are included, 
and I REJOICE in knowing this. Don't you? 


P.O. Box 338, Melbourne, Arkansas 72556 
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ONE STEP FURTHER 


DAN ROGERS 


The March 13, 1984 issue of Firm Foundation contained an edi- 
torial by brother W.S. Cline entitled, "Opinions." In the next to 
last paragraph of the editorial brother Cline made the following 
application with regard to the use of mechanical instruments of 
music in worship: 


What if you hold the opinion that worship in music is better 
with the accompaniment of mechanical instruments and that 
it would be more pleasing to God if we practiced it that 
way ? The long and short of that opinion is that you do not 
have any right at all to hold it as truth. Evenif you and 
ten million like you hold such an opinion, you are wrong 
ig BE the opinion is not in harmony with the law of God 
D o> 


It seems that brother Mike Willis, editor of Guardian of Truth, 
liked this statement very much, agreeing with it, as well as, more 
importantly, seeing in it an opportunity to score some _ points 
against brother Cline and his fellow "institutionalists"’ with regard 
to the matter of institutionalism. Thus, in his "Quips & Quotes" 
section of the April 19, 1984 issue of Guardian of Truth, he stated: 


Well said! We could take this matter and go another step. 
Consider the following: What if you hold the opinion that 
churches can send contributions to human institutions? 
The long and short of that opinion is that you do not have 
any right at all to hold it as truth. Even if you and ten 
million like you hold such an opinion, you are wrong be- 
ae a opinion is not in harmony with the law of God 
p- 295}. 


Brother Willis then went on to point out that if brother Cline was 
right about mechanical instruments of music in worship, then he 
(bro. Willis} was likewise right about institutionalism, concluding 
his remarks by stating: "What is sauce for the goose is sauce for 
the gander" (p. 26)! 


However, the matter doesn't end here. For, just as brother Cline 
left himself open for brother Willis to score some points against 
him with regard to institutionalism, so it is that brother Willis has 
left himself open to the one-container brethren to score some points 
against him, as they carry the matter one step further and apply 
brother Willis' application of brother Cline's statement to the one- 
container controversy. Thus, the one-container brethren could, 
and no doubt will, state: 
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Well] said! However, we could take this matter and carry 
it one step further. Consider the following: What if you 
hold the opinion that churches can use individual (multiple) 
containers for the fruit of the vine in observing the Lord's 
Supper? The long and short of that opinion is that you do 
not have any right at all to hold it as truth. Even if you 
and ten million like you hold such an opinion, you are 
wrong because the opinion is not in harmony with the law 
of God. 


Likewise, the one~container brethren could then follow the lead 
of brother Willis and conclude that if brother Cline is right about 
mechanical instruments of music in worship, and if brother Willis 
is right about institutionalism, then they (the one-container breth- 
ren) are right about the use of individual (multiple) containers for 
the fruit of the vine in observing the Lord's Supper. 


Indeed, what would be sauce for those brethren who use instru- 
mental music in worship, and what would be sauce for brother Cline, 
would also be sauce for brother Willis! If not, why not? 


But, is brother Willis willing to accept as valid the application 
made by the one~container brethren? Obviously, he is not, just as 
brother Cline is not willing to accept as valid the application made 
by brother Willis. In each case, they respectively view the appli- 
cation by those the next step to their right as being carried too far. 


However, what brother Willis and brother Cline respectively fail 
to perceive is that just as those to their respective rights have 
carried their applications too far, so it is that they (Willis & Cline) 
have respectively carried their applications too far with regard to 
those to their lefts. For, if the one-container brethren, who go 
one step beyond brother Willis in their application, are wrong, why 
would not brother Willis, who goes one step beyond brother Cline 
in his application, be wrong, and why would not brother Cline, who 
goes one step beyond those brethren who use instrumental music in 
worship, be wrong ? 


You see, it is indeed a strange hermeneutic which permits one's 
application to the fellow to his left to be valid, but when someone to 
the right makes the same application to him, suddenly the applica- 
tion is invajid! If the application is invalid when someone to the 
right of brothers Willis and Cline make it, then why wouldn't it also 
be invalid when brothers Willis and Cline make it to someone to 
their respective lefts? 


P.O. Box 227, Bellevue, Texas 76228 
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A Robot Vision 


(OR, REVELATION THIRTEEN 
REVBITED) 


I had a vision while waiting on 
the Lord the other night. And in my 
vision I saw a 900 foot Oar] Robot. 

| It was frightening, my flesh craw!- 
ed and my bones rattled. It began 
as a hologram and then turned and 
revolved until the Robot came along, 
standing on the edge of the Missi- 
issippi River at St. Louis dwarfing 
the 630 foot Arch. And on the head 
of this Robot beast there were sev- 
en heads, and on each head were 
ten horns. The name of various universities, medical centers, 
television shows, radio programs from around the world, and books 
were inscribed on the horns. 

But then suddenly, one whose mouth had a laser weapon fired at 
the Beast and wounded it in the fifth head. And all the world won- 
dered if the medical center would survive. Then I heard a voice 
from another beast, whose name was Public Relations Committee, 
and a voice that roared like a lamb, but was really a lion, said, 
‘Have everybody who wants to see hungry babies fed in India im- 
mediately send money!" And { heard the number of the money to be 
sent by every person, he who has wisdom let him understand the 
number of the Robot beast, for his number is $240. 00. 

The Second Beast was like the first except that it had ten toes 
which were ten other ministries that functioned by other denomina- 
tions than the first beast. The first toe operated from gifts of $10, 
the second offered health for doners if they contributed in denomi- 
nations of $50.00 and so it was up to the big denomination of one 
thousand dollars. 

Now it was given power to wage war, sometimes by healing ser- 
vices, sometimes by prayer cloths, but most of the time by cassette 
offers. Thus for 3-1/2 years the local churches lay defeated in the 
streets of that great city, which spiritually is called Hollywood and 
fifth Avenue. But after 3-1/2 days, the electronic church ceased 
broadcasting; for the spirit of koinonia revived the local church and 
made it stand upon its feet once again. 

Then suddenly another specter appeared on the scene...the most 
frightening of all beasts... 

But then my wife shook me, "Turn off the alarm, it’s time to get 
up-" And I was relieved for it was all a silly dream correlating to 
nothing in reality. 





By MICHAEL HALL 


9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 
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EDITORIAL - from page 142 


WHAT THE WORLD IS LOOKING FOR! 


Awhile back I mentioned in an article that many of ovr Churchof 
Christ folk are leaving us to join the Presbyterians—with Athens 
Clay Pullias being one of the big ones that got away. But that street 
runs both ways. Recently a Presbyterian couple entered our Church 
of Christ assembly (at Grassy) to hear (now, get this) a Baptist 
preacher! The reception he and his wife received and the warm 
fellowship that he observed among the brethren caused him to ask, 
"This IS a Church of Christ, isn't it?'’ Being assured that we were 
"a" church of Christ, he said, "This is what I have been looking for 
all my life." He and his wife placed membership and shortly after- 
wards he requested to be "immersed", his wife having already been 
immersed. This is the kind of attitude that I think bro. J. Harold 
Thomas had in mind when he said that we must have a loving atti- 
tude toward those who differ with us. If our people could learn this 
great secret we would change the religious world, even though it is 
no secret. It is the same kind of attitude possessed by those who 
pioneered the Restoration Movement more than 150 years ago. It 
was what the world was looking for; and it worked. The movement 
rapidly became the fastest growing religious group in America. 
But then legalism and sectarianism entered in and eventually the 
movement became more sectarian than the sectarianism that was 
left behind. If we could somehow recapture that original spirit of 
the Restoration Movement we could again grow in unprecidented 
numbers, because, it's what the world is looking for. 


This brings to mind something written by Carl Ketcherside many 
years ago, 


There is a very real question, I suspect, whether our 
brethren should be longer regarded as a part of the resto- 
ration movement launched primarily by pious Presbyter- 
ians, some 175 years ago. They have renounced many of 
the principles and repudiated virtually all of the attitudes 
characteristic of the pioneers. Even worse, they have 
excluded posthumously all of the fathers of the movement 
by driving out their present-day successors for advocacy 
of the very things enunciated by the fathers. Cana people 
maintain tenuous historical links with a movement while 
berating as heresy the very principles which gave birth to 
it? Cana state of fellowship be maintained with brethren 
of yesteryear while making tests of fellowship out of the 
very ideas they promulgated? - Mission Messenger, 1973 


The very fact that our established churches in America are 
dwindling in numbers and that "house-churches" are on the increase 
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is evidence that the Christian world is looking for something that 
it does not have. And when they find a caring and loving people who 
are willing to share with them, and to hear them exclaim, ''This is 
what I have been looking for", it ought to tell us something. It ought 
to show us where we have been lacking. We haven't demonstrated 
very well that we are a loving people, that we care, and that we are 
willing to share our spiritual lives with others. We have forgotten 
the words of Jesus, that, "by this will all men know that you are 
my disciples, if you love one another.’' Somehow we have got to 
convince others that we love them and care about them, and to do 
that we must first love them and care about them. Anything short 
of this is hypocracy, and it will be seen for what it is. We have 
simply got to put away our sectarianism. We have got to treat 
others who believe in Christ and who love God and have given their 
lives to him as fellow Christians. It is not doctrine that saves us, 
but Christ. We can never be united on many of our so-called issues, 
but we can be united in love for God and one another. [If you will, 
please read Matthew 29 and find even one of our doctrinal ‘issues. "’ 


Let's suppose, just for the sake of supposing, that eventually we 
were able to come to complete agreement on all doctrinal issues, 
bringing together all of our divided segments. Surely this would be 
our ticket to Paradise, wouldn't it? For such an achievement Goi 
would surely usher us right into heaven and we would have no fear 
of any question that Jesus might put to us on the day of Judgment. 
"I was hungry. Did you feed me?" Well, no Lord, we were so busy 
fighting the issues that we didn't do all that we should have. "I was 
thirsty. Did you give me drink?" No, Lord, but we convinced those 
premils that they should give up that 1000 year reign business. "I 
was a stranger. Did you welcome me?” Lord, we were a little 
leery of strangers because of those Crossroads people infilterating 
our churches, and we had to be careful about welcoming people. 
"I was naked. Did you clothe me?" No, but we finally persuaded 
those Christian folks to get rid of their piano and missionary soci- 
eties. ‘Well, surely you ministered to me when I was sick." Didn't 
have time for that either, Lord. It took us a long time to get those 
liberals to give up their RSV, and you know how stubborn those 
Oone-cuppers and no-classers were. ‘'Let me try once more. I was 
in prison. Did you visit me."" Lord, when did we have time to visit 
those jail-birds with this orphan homes issue getting nearly out of 
hand? After all, we were concerned about important things. 


If you haven't gotten the point after this lengthy bit, let me sayit 
another way- We have tithed mint and anise and cummin and we 
have omitted the weightier matters of the law. Ovr priorities are 
misplaced. Our spiritual value system is bankrupt. There is not 
one single ''issue'' mentioned in the judgment scene in Matthew 25. 
And there are a lot of preachers who are going to be shocked at the 
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result of the Judgment encounter. We are not put here on earth to 
fight the issues, and I am convinced that God couldn't care less 
about Versions, cups, homes, classes, or any other such trivia. 
God wants hearts of love and dedication and preachers to preach the 
gospel to the lost instead of to the church. On this we can be of the 
Same mind and same judgment. This is possible. 


Kaa KK KK KK KKK 


CLOSING THE BARN DOOR 


In reference our last editorial on the lawsuit in Collinsville, OK, 
about the elders disfellowshipping one of their members after she 
had sent a letter of resignation, bro. Chester Estes, Muscle Shoals, 
Alabama, wrote: "I have been reading all the ‘stuff about ‘turning 
people out of the church' who had already jumped the fence. All of 
which reminds me of the time I went down to the barn to turn the 
mule out, knowing full well that he (or she) was already out. We 
discussed the matter thoroughly and came to the conclusion he (or 
she) had already jumped out, but we decided to do the customary 
thing of going down there and turning him (or her) out anyway, so 
that all the community could know that WE had turned him (or her) 
out according to the practiced custom of turning a mule out. 

"In our younger years we heard much aboutthe practice of Bap- 
tists and other religious people ‘taking in' members and ‘turning 
them out’. So, we have made a lot of progress—come a long ways." 


Bro. Estes, author and publisher of ''The Better Version" of the 
New Testament, celebrated his 81st birthday on July 1. He goes on 
to say, ''... J have always worked in order to be able to preach, but 
now it is the other way around - they preach to keep from working." 
Bro. Estes has preached the gospel for 62 years. He knows a whole 
lot about preachers. If you haven't read his Better Version of the 
New Testament, you can order it from him at 502 West Michigan 
Ave., Muscle Shoals, AL 35660. The price is $9 plus 80¢ postage. 
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LETTER - from Dan Walters 


I simply want to thank you for publishing my material in Ensign. 
To publish that much material in two issues of your small magazine 
was an act of generosity and shows you to be a fair man. Other 
editors should follow your example. 


My second article was intended to emphasize the differences, not 
the similarities, in our positions. I believe that readers can thus 
profit by comparing the two positions and examining both in the 
light of the Scriptures 


To answer some questions that you raised, I believe that baptism 
is a work of faith, not a work of law. I believe that it is a response 
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to the gospel, but a necessary response. [I believe that the blood of 
Christ, not baptism, takes away sins, but that it is in the act of 
baptism that we come into contact with the blood of Christ. I donot 
believe that sanctification is the same thing as justification, but that 
it occurs at the same time and is brought about by the same pro- 
cess. I believe that a human governor cannot change the moral 
character of a person by a pardon, but that God can do so and that 
he does so. The righteousness that results is still not of our own 
making, so it is not "our righteousness," but the righteousness oi 
Christ. 


It is nof man who should receive the glory for the sanctified life, 
according to my teaching, but Jesus Christ who continually cleanses 
us as we walk in the light. But walking in the light is a condition, 
just as baptism is a condition for initial forgiveness (1 John 1:7-10). 
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LETTER - from Buff Scott, Jr. 


Your August issue arrived today. I reviewed the piece by Dan 
Walters and your evaluation which followed. 


I think I understand your position on imputed righteousness for I 
have been reading your essays for a number of years. There are, 
however, a few questions that disturb me. Furthermore, I agree 
that a believer is justified by trust apart from works of law. Too, 
I understand that without the righteousness of Jesus accredited to 
Our account when we lean on him. in genuine trust, we would of all 
people be sunk in dejection and despair. We cannot, of ourselves, 
become righteous. Human effort can never perfect human frailties. 
It takes a perfect Man with a perfect plan and a spvotless character 
to clean us, cleanse us, make us whole, and justify us before God. 


But what disturbs me are your statements that faith, repentance, 
and immersion in water are not laws or conditions that one must 
comply with to receive salvation. (Please refer to number 4 of your 
reply to brother Walters.) You say that these are the sinner's 
response to the preaching of the gospel. 


Since law systems are composed of commands and regulations, 
and since the unregenerate sinner is clearly commanded to repent 
or perish, is he not complying with law to experience the new birth? 
Yes, I understand that law systems cannot save us eternally, that 
our trust and God's grace accomplish this feat. But to experience 
the new birth, is it not necessary that the unregenerate sinner re- 
pent and be immersed in water? Or better still, can he experience 
the new birth without repenting and being immersed in water? If 
not, it follows that he must comply with law in the form of com- 
mands or injunctions to become a new creature. 
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Since law is a rule of action, can the unregenerate sinner ex- 
perience the new birth without action on his part? 


To clarify further: Obeying a million commands and complying 
with a billion regulations will not take the Christian to heaven. If 
this were possible, the law system under Moses would have been 
our Savior. Only by God's grace will believers be saved in heaven. 


But to experience the new birth, sinners ARE enjoined by Jesus 
and his special enjoys to yield to certain acts. This, in my opinion, 
does not contradict Paul's statement to the believer that he is justi- 
fied by trust apart from works of law. 


I would appreciate you commenting on this through ENSIGN. 
KEKE KEK EEK KK KE 


REPLY - to Buff Scott, Jr. 


For the most part bro. Scott has answered his own question in 
saying, "Obeying a million commandments and complying with a 
billion regulations will not take the Christian to heaven."’ So, then, 
how are "“unregenerate sinners'' saved? Bro. Scott goes on to 
answer this one also. "Only by God's grace will believers be saved 
in heaven." This was all that I was trying to say inthe reply to 
bro. Walters. We are not saved "because" we comply with a law 
or laws. Certainly we obey the commandments of God. But that 
which is received as the result of such obedience (the forgiveness 
of sins} is not grounded upon our "doing" the commands but upon 
God's grace directed toward the one who reaches out for that which 
is offered. When and where a law is given with the stiuplation that 
a reward will be given upon and for compliance to that law, then the 
thing offered is no longer of grace but of works. "That is why it 
depends on faith, in order that the promise may rest upon grace 
and be guaranteed to all his descendants" (Rom. 4:16). Are we 
saved on the principle of faith or the principle of law (which is 
synonymous with "works")? Does it make a difference whether 
we talk about old testament law or new testament law? Salvation 
on the principle of faith means that faith is not something that is 
"achieved" by human effort, thus the saving of sinners is by the 
grace of God alone. We remove the human element in salvation by 
faith, but this we could not do if it be based on law/works. In any 
system where there is law and promise, there is also work and 
merit. Paul said that "The promise to Abraham and his descen- 
dants, that they should inherit the world, did not come through the 
law but through the righteousness of faith" (Rom. 4:13). 


God has told us that the unregenerate sinner must believe, repent, 
and be baptized to be saved. I don't know how one can become a 
Christian in any other way. Yet, even after the sinner is obedient 
to these commandments, they still do not provide the justifying 

(turn to back cover) 
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FINDING FAITH - by Andrew Knowles (Lion Publishing; 4. 95) 


Finding Faith is a quirky book: a colorful, lively, contemporary 
attempt at apologetics, clearly directed at young people, high school 
to college age. As Andrew Knowles leads the reader through what 
he calls the "Big Questions": Why Am I? Who Am I? Where Am I? 
Is There A God? he offers Biblical answers and presents sidelong 
glances as well at most areas of discipleship and worship. 


Finding Faith comes from the same staff of Christian artists and 
editors who have given the Christian world the lushly illustrated 
Christian handbooks published in this country by Wm. B. Eerdmans. 
While not too off-putting, the book quickly betrays its British ori- 
gins with its choice of vocabulary, photographs and illustrations. 
The format of this book, however, is difficult (maybe impossible) 
to explain in print. It is a decidedly McLuhanesque, "non-linear" 
book, not meant to be “read as much as "experienced." Each 
facing page is a marvel of graphics and conceptual art, accompanied 
by textual materials which anticipates a reader's questions and 
challenge him with the gospel story. In it Knowles is a kind of "New 
Wave" John R. W. Stott. 


The effect of the book is to present faith truly as something 
"found, '' something discovered in the search for self-identity in a 
confusing world—rather than as something inherited or accepted 
passively. As such it is a valuable and unique contribution to con- 
temporary evangelistic outreach. 
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REASON AND IMAGINATION IN C.S. LEWIS - by Peter Schakel 
(Eerdmans, 1984, 8.95) 


Books about C.S. Lewis seems to falls into two categories: (1) 
paraphrases or summaries of his apologetics and fiction; (2) un- 
adulterated hagiography, i-e., undisguised hero-worship trying to 
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pass as critical scholarship. Lewis is so quotable, and so consis- 
tently edifying in his explanations of the Christian faith that those 
who write books about him tend to substitute their enthusiasms 
for careful analysis and insightful commentary. Happily, Peter 
Sschakel's book is a grand exception to the glut of Lewisiana. 


Most Christian readers know Lewis for his apologetic works and 
for his children’s books, The Chronicles of Narnia, standing amaz- 
ed at the uncommon but pleasurable mixture of rational argumenta- 
tion and creative fictive power. In this new book, Peter Schakel 
explores the relationship between "reason" and “imagination"’ in 
Lewis' life, and thereby illuminates their place in the lives of 
every Christian. 


Actually, the book is two books in one. Section [— is a thorough- 
going analysis of Lewis’ most ambitious (and probably least under- 
stood) work of fiction: Till We have Faces, Lewis’ retelling of the 
Cupic/Psyche myth. In offering a lucid explication of Till We Have 
Faces, Schakel also offers insights into how reason and imagination 
both find their place in Lewis’ works in which Schakel establishes 
that in his later years Lewis seemed to have found the marriage of 
reason and imagination that he had sought earlier in his life, even 
before his conversion. 


This book will delight the Lewis devotee to be sure, but it is also 
an accessible and meaningful book to any reader interested in the 
place of reason and imagination in discipleship. 
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GOD'S STRATEGY IN HUMAN HBTORY - by Roger Forester and 
Paul Marston (Bethany House, 6. 95) 


God's Strategy in Human History is not so much one discursive 
book as it is a compendium of brief expositions, word studies and 
broad surveys of Scriptural themes—all held together by the 
authors’ conviction that the Augustinian or Calvinistic view of 
election and predestination is erroneous. This stance colors each 
section of the book. 


The book has three parts. Part I asks ‘What is the natural of 
spiritual conflict,'’ amplifying the battlefields, combatants and 
weapons of spiritual warfare. Part II begins with Adam and relates 
a "salvation history"’ which explains, in the words of its authors, 
"God's strategy in human history." Part II contains "key" word 
studies: chosen/elect; righteousness; harden; foreknowledge; works. 


The tone of the book is not so much polemical as expository; the 
authors choose not to take on the traditional Calvinistic view head 
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on but proceed rather by carefully analyzing passages which bear 
directly on questions of free will and human choice. Regardless of 
his own theological stance, the reader will find this work a rich and 
helpful study of one of the more controversial doctrines within 
protestantism. At the same time, it is a beginning point for anyone 
looking for a concise and well-documented presentation of an 
Arminian view of salvation and anthropology. 
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COMPUTER ETHICS - by Douglas Johnson (Brethren Press, 1084, 
6. 95) 


Computer Ethics is a disappointing book. Subtitled ''A Guide for 
the New Age," its table of contents promises more than is actually 
delivered. Despite headings like "Ground Rules for Ethics in a 
Computer Scociety"’ and "Building and Maintaining an Ethic,"’ the 
authors’ research consists mainly of quotations from popular com- 
puter magazines which simply raise the 'issue"’ of computer ethics. 
Rather than providing a m2aningful, theological basis for an ethics 
of computer use, the author merely outlines what an ethics should 
do when it is formulated. It is the classic case of an author with an 
excellent book idea which is not weil executed. 


A more substantial book would inguire not only into the ubiquity 
of computers in our society {a point which is amply but perhaps 
superfluously documented in this book) but also into the moral and 
spiritual effects of the computerized society on the human psyche. 
Computers represent not just a new technology but a new kind of 
literacy, a new kind of thinking which is changing our image of 
mankind. 


As a very modest introduction to the way computers have made 
inroads into American culture the book is acceptable. As an even 
preliminary inquiry into computer ethics it is superficial and not 
recommended. LJ 





A ROLE FOR YOU IN MISSIONS 


A letter from Memphis tells us that there are "opportunities fora 
printer in Manila; an English teacher in Argentina; a carpenter in 
Zambia; a secretary in Korea; nurses in Guatemala; a mechanic in 
Nigeria; and a handyman in Belgium. ... If you are interested in 
using your talents as a paramissionary, write or call Joe Cannon, 
Director, Mission 1000, Highland Street Church of Christ, 443 S. 
Highland Street, Memphis, TN (901) 458- 3335." 
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"cause" for salvation. We can say the same thing about F.R.B. as 
Luther said about works, i-e., 'We are not saved by works, but no 
one will be saved without them.'' No sinner will be saved "because" 


he believed, repented, and was baptized, but he cannot be saved 
without doing them. 


But the question is not whether or not "'activity''is involved in the 
process of becoming a Christian, but whether such activity is 
meritorious. We either attribute forgiveness of sins to God's grace 
or to the merit of obedience to Jaw or toa law system. It seems 
that bro. Scott is saying that we are saved by laws (F.R.B.) but not 
by a "law system."' Where is the difference? The principle of faith 
is violated in either case. Since the NT never speaks of F.R.B as 
laws, neither should we; and more especially we should never talk 
about a "second law of pardon"! This is purely a human invention, 
a product of a legalistic mind—not that bro. Scott believes such. 
But when brethren talk about a "'second" law of pardon, they have to 
mean that there is a "first" law of such, and therefore the torgive- 
ness of sins is predicated upon obedience to law. Since we now have 
a first and second law, it shoudn't be hard to find a third, a fourth, 
fifth, and so on, and this is exactly what our legalistic brethren 
have done and the result is that we now have a new testament law- 
system. In the absolute sense of the word, we have departed from 
faith and from the faith. 


Salvation has always been and always will be by faith, even in the 
old testament— not "because of" faith but "through" faith, i.e., by 
way of faith. Faith gives us access into God's grace (Rom. 5:1, 2). 
In no other way can the glory of God be maintained other than to 
remove the human element from the scheme of redemption. = 
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EDITORIAL: A MEATY MATTER 


LETTER - from Leonard Wilson, Townley, Alabama 


It's a funny feeling to think a terrible argument has been going on 
and then find out there wasn't. 

I suppose the reason most of us thought an argument was in pro- 
eress resulted from an over reaction similar to that of the lady who 
longed to hear the words: 

"When [ look into your face, time stands still." 

Instead, she had been hearing: 

"You've got a face that would stop a clock." 

Often, it really does matter how soinething is said, and if you 
will repeat it every month or so like you said it in the September 
issue on pages 156 and 160 the arguments may well cease. I refer 
to the following: 

"Certainly we obey the commandments of God. But that which is 
received as the result of such obedience is not grounded upon our 
doing the commands but upon God's grace directed toward the one 
who reaches out for that which is offered. 

"God has told us that the unregenerate sinner must believe, re- 
pent, and be baptized to be saved. £§ don't know how one can become 
a Christian in any other way. Yet, even after the sinner is odedient 
to these commandments, they still do not provide the justifying 
cause for salvation....No sinner will be saved because he believed, 
repented, and was baptized, but he cannot be saved without doing 
them." 

So, where's the beef ? 


The "beef"’ comes whea others make laws out of Faith, Repent— 
ance, and Baptism and then teach that those laws constitutes the 
scheme of redemption. Ii is then taught that salvation 1s predicated 
upon adherence to those laws and that "grace" is seen only in that 
Goi made the laws available. 

On the surface this may seem innocent enough, for it appears 
that we're only dealing with a semantical problem, with definitions 
and nomenclatures; for surely God wouldn't turn his face away from 
one whose theology is lacking. We could accept it without o»jection 
if brethren would confine their "lawyering" to faith, repentance and 
baptism. But the truth is that there is a law mind-set that has its 
beginning here and carries over into the New Covenant scriptures. 
Having begun with law they continue to legislate the "love letters" 
of the apostles into a code of aw. ‘This is a perversion of the New 
Covenant scriptures and the Christian system. "For freedom 
Christ has set us free..." (Gal. 5:1), by removing us from a law 
system. Why do brethren struggle to return us to the "beggerly 


elements''? (turn to page 176) 
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RESTORATION THEOLOGY — WEAKNESSES? 


CHARLES GEISER 


There does not appear to be much doubt that the efforts of Martin 
Luther and others in the reformation were sincere and were meant 
for a changing of the thoughts of men from ecclesiastical ritual] to 
real, genuine Christianity. Further, the efforts of the restoration 
movement were to enhance and "polish" what God would have men 
be inthe church. But somewhere along the line either expliciteldy 
or imlicitedly, someone took it upon himself to refer to the Bible as 
some kind of map from God to be m2ticulously followed to the letter, 
lest one be doomed to eternal fire. This map had to be followed 
mandatorially to the "jot and tittle’' or long before God sentenced 
you, the brethren took care of you in no uncertain terms. 


This "mold" many now claim is New Testament Christianity came 
about due to the interpretations of men. The ideal of course was to 
“restore” first century Christianity, we suppose not only in external 
forms but in the emotions and morals of it all. But has it happened ? 
It may just be that somewhere along the way the "spirit" of it alt 
fell by the wayside while rule-keeping (and ONLY rule - keeping 
practically speaking) became the norm. The principle became "man 
for the sabbath" which was just the opposite of what Jesus taught 
(Mark 2:27). Doctrinal correctness was the pre-requisite for fel- 
lowship with those who had rightly interpreted every passage in the 
Bible. Spiritual perfectness with nothing less was the mean and 
that humanly speaking too! 


Many believe today in the Lord's church that this was all accom- 
plished around the turn of the 20th century. It was and is to many 
a "neat package’ and if one does not unwrap it just right to investi- 
gate its contents, he is a heretic and a publican. But is it all just 
a neat paczage in which our annual lectureships at our colleges just 
propound that much more those truths of yesteryear gleaned from 
our logicians who continue to keep it wrapped? 


It may be that we ought not degrade those in the restoration 
movement who held this ideal of first century restored so high, but 
were they striving for something ideally impossible? Would they 
not need to restore the first century before attempting first century 
Christianity ? Something has happened in the churches of Christ, 
something terrible. We have so many divisions and schisms exist- 
ing out of afi the preaching on unlty and oneness, one wonders how 
those sermons were presented or what the content was for the 
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hearers. Were the Campbells the first persons since the first 
century to find Acts 2:38 and understand it correctly? Were the 
scholars of the denominational world that blind to see it? Were and 
are they enemies of Christ, hateful, deliberately trying to distort 
and twist the Biblical text? We have received the such like as 
Clarke, Barnes, Barclay, and Dobbins, is it merely because they 
come as Close to what we already believe as any do? I wonder if 
we ever study anymore to learn, but just to compare and find out 
who is "wrong" in our eyes! 


THE MOVEMENT AND UNITY 


What should the spirit of unity be like? Was the eunuch of Acts 
eight a member of the body of Christ? Where did he worship? Did 
he find his way to Tennessee or Texas eventually or has he wander- 
ed all these years, maybe even finding an old Jewish lyre to sing 
"Amazing Grace" with, which we know doomed his soul until he put 
it down! We all interpret the Bible. To read it is to interpret it. 
"What does it mean to me today, how can [ apply its principles to 
my life for my salvation?’ Sure, there are basics of the gospel of 
Christ, e.g., I Corinthians 15:1-4, which are to be accepted, but all 
these views on Bible prophecy, work of the Holy Spirit, and who 
Adam's children married, can we ever know for sure the answers 
we may desire? Is it necessary to know those answers or is it 
more important that we have the Christian attitude toward further 
study while others may disagree with us on our present views? 


FIRST CENTURY CHRISTIANITY 


Do any of us know the difference between the society of a middle 
Ohio county today anda "suburb" of old Jerusalem 1900 years ago? 
The education background of today, the language difference between 
us today and what they understood in the first century is phenomenal 
let alone that we read from "translations" of God's Word, not the 
Original autographs! Our culture level, what we today have ex- 
perienced as human beings compared to a first century Essene or 
Cornelius, is greater than we even dare to imagine. We believe 
that something was left out of this effort to restore New Testament 
Christianity and that was the emotional aspect of it all, the love, 
mercy, kindness, consideration, and compassion for others in and 
out of the body of Christ! We built our buildings, put our order of 
worship together each week, and somewhere forgot that we were to 
"love the Lord thy God" with all our being and our neighbor the 
same as ourself (Mark 12:30,31; et. al.). If we never restore the 
outward works of worship and work for the Lord, we can at least 
fulfill the first and second commandments of the Lord! Sooner or 
later we are going to have to learn that we are not going to under- 
stand the Bible alike, not because it was God's fault in any way, but 
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because our unity is not based on precisely following the letter of 
the law. If that is required for heaven, we will all miss it! 


PROOF-TEXT CRAZY 


Sure Paul said prove all things" (one of the favorite verses of 
one of my teachers for years in college). But what does the "all" 
include and exclude? Do we prove there is a wind outside the 
house? Do I need empirical evidence prior to the "fruit'’ of my hair 
standing on end, that there is electricity? Prove what? Do we want 
to defend the faith or attack our enemies with it instead of doing 
what Jesus said, "love thy enemies?"' Am [I going to prove the 
original manuscripts of Paul and Peter existed? How am I going to 
prove it? Is there an underlying current in the minds of some men 
that they have infallibly interpreted the Bible for the benefit of all 
others? Is there not a person over there in Rome somewhere who 
claims something like that? "Thou therefore which teachest another, 
teachest thou not thyself?"’ (Rom. 2:2la). Our unity claims have 
been a parody. Which group "among us"' would a person decide he 
should be with, since there are 20 to 30 of them? They are all the 
body of Christ, are they not? Somewhere someone is laughing at 
us, Oh, not at our sincerity or piety(?), but at our profession 
compared to our fruits. 


AUTHORITY: CHRIST'S OR AN INTER PRETER’S? 


We have become one of the most divided groups in religious his- 
tory. The attitudes brethren have manifested toward one another 
too many times have been just as hurtful, always ready to mount the 
polemic platform in defense of their interpretation of given pass- 
ages. We must remember that to filter God's previous truths 
through human minds such as they often are is to allow for the 
possibility of error to be present. This is not to say that it always 
will be error when we interpret, but that we must allow for the 
possibility that we have not done our "homework" sufficient in a 
given view put forth. Jesus Christ has all authority (Mat. 28:18; 
22:5; et- al.). We must "let God be true and every man a liar" 
(Rom. 3:4a). We must refuse to place our opinions alongside God's 
inspired writ. Our final loyalty must be to the Son of God and not 
to what we think he is all about. He is the sole head and Lord of 
his church. He has the final say in his word concerning the things 
of the Father in heaven. We may have become more pre-occupied 
with the WHAT rather than the WHOM! We place so much emph- 
asis on the order of worship and avoidance of confusion (are we 
parnoia about confusion in the assembly?) that we have forgotten 
of WHOM we have come to worship. The Lord's Supper is nota 
cold ritual, but a remembrance. Singingis not just for those able 
to "carry a note," but for all to'*make a joyful noise unto the Lord." 
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WHERE bs GOD'S TRUTH NESTLED? 


Is it cornered somewhere remotely in Tennessee, Ohio, or Texas? 
Is there one of “our schools" that has the whole market on God's 
truth to dispense through a paper or printing company for the whole 
world to learn? We all are learning, we all study, we all opinionize! 
Our interpretations of the Bible are not to compete with the author- 
ity of Christ. If we actually did just listen to the Word speak to us 
and follow the dictum many of learned long ago of "speaking where 
the Bible speaks, and being silent wiere the Bible is silent," we 
would have the oneness and unity we all desire and that the Word 
teaches us. We have spoken where the Bible is silent too long and 
no wonder we have the schisms we have, but we will not admit it. 
Will a standardized body of doctrine keep some from falling from 
grace? Creeds which are human, written or unwritten, usually only 
serve as tests for members and only "protect" those already in the 
group, but they promote no stimulus for growth and learning. If our 
“lawyers, logicians, and scribes" are the only ones of us who can 
really “know the truth", where does that leave the rest of us spirit- 
ually—empty peons? See what happens when a J.D. Bales, M.R. 
King, Jerry Jones, or Olan Hicks studies his Bible on his own? It's 
not a pretty picture and it just shows a wrong disposition for these 
things to happen among us. 


Somewhere along the way we thought we needed God's truth snug- 
gled all down in perfect order, neat, no strings dangling. God did 
not write His book in a way that after a reading we could lay it down 
and forget it. He wrote it so that we could keep on studying and 
studying—he wanted us to stay with His word all the days we live on 
His earth! We must ask whether our ideology is ritual or spiritual, 
ceremonial or saintly. 


WORSHIP WHO OR WHAT ? 


Are we guilty of Bibliolatry ? We have been accused of it. Are 
they right? Jesus said WHO to worship and serve (Mat. 4:10; John 
4:23,24). Why can we not follow after the "love of Christ which 
passeth knowledge" (Eph. 3:19)? Why can we not allow the love of 
Christ to compel us (I Cor. 5:14)? What happens to freedom in 
Christ (John 8:32; Gal. 5:1; James 1:25)? Restoration of first cen- 
tury worship and work does not center around an old brick building 
in the poor section of town but in that poor section being penetrated 
by that restoration ideal of spiritual worship and labor in the Lord! 
We have shackled ourselves with legalism and the binding of human 
traditions until we do not know which way to turn (and if it is the 
wrong way, we will hear about it)! We should welcome differences 
of thought on God's things. A certain degree of tension brings out 
quality (when it is in love). It brings the best of spiritual things out 
of us as sons of God. Toleration of one another's views is not a 

(turn to back cover) 
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RESTORATION AND THE GRACE OF GOD 


LEROY GARRETT 


Where sin was thus multiplied, grace immeasurably 
exceeded it. - Romans 5:20 


Insofar as the Restoration Movement in this country is concerned, 
the Campbell-Stone aspect of the movement, it has come up short in 
reference to preaching the gospel of the prace of God. It is not so 
much that we have taught a cheap grace, a charge often leveled 
against some sects, but that we have hardly taught grace at all. 
What we have taught has had its negative ring, designed to show that 
salvation is not "wholly by grace" or by ‘faith only.’' but that there 
is something for man to do, some work for him to perform, as a 
kind of partner in God's plan. 


In a survey of our literature back through the years it is difficult 
to find anything written in a positive way about the grace of God in 
the salvation of the soul. A favorite topic through the years has 
been something like ''Things That Save," in which grace and mercy 
are listed along with works and baptism. While admitting that man 
is not saved by his own works, we have somehow woven a doctrine 
of works into the fabric and have left the impression that there is 
more required than mere grace. Elder Ben Franklin's sermon on 
‘Men Must Do Something to Be Saved," published by Daniel Sommer 
back in 1896, certainly has much truth, and it is typical of "Camp- 
bellite preaching, '' and yet in the light of what the Bible teaches 
about grace it is a dangerous emphasis. This sermon, like so many 
others through the years, emphasizes a human Side to salvation as 
well as a divine side. Brother Franklin, after recounting what God 
has done for our salvation, speaks of "the small amount he requires 
of man." 


H. G. Harward, an Austrian evangelist, in his Evangelistic Ser- 
mons, first published in 1905, has a sermon on "The Chain of 
Salvation, '' which makes much of this human and divine side of 
salvation. The "chain" that saves has ten divine links and eight 
human links, including we save ourselves and baptism. And yet on 
the divine side he has grace listed, the prooftext being Eph. 2:8, 
which not only says that we are saved "by grace through faith," but 
also insists that salvation is not of ourselves! 


Twelve books of sernions by our pioneers that I have in my library 
total 249 addresses. There is not even one of the 249 that has the 
word grace in the title. That certainly does not mean that there is 
no grace of God preached in those messages, but when one sees the 
scores of sermons on baptism, conversion, the plan of salvation, 
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and the church there is reason to conclude that however ‘Paul 
oriented" our movement has been, we have not caught the excite- 
ment that Paul had over the grace of God. 


If one were to take the more recent sermons, all the way from 
Hardeman's Tabernacle Sermons to the ACC Lectures, he would 
find the same emphasis. Ohne notices the same dearth of treatment 
given to the Holy Spirit, who, like the subject of grace, is given 
mostly negative consideration. We have hardly been"'long on grace" 
as one of our premillennial brothers has been dubbed. The pre- 
millennial wing of discipledom is, by the way, one area of our 
movement where the grace of God has really been proclaimed. One 
of our young princes, something of a maverick, was introduced to a 
area congregation by an orthodox brother as "'a fanatic on grace." 
Perhaps one could be a fanatic on that subject as well as any, but 
one thing is sure, we have not had many such fanatics. 


Human frailty being what it is, we are not without reasons as to 
why this graceless thing happened to us. Part of it was surely the 
Lockean emriricism of Alexander Campbell in his struggle to negate 
the influence of an extreme Calvinism on the American frontier. 
Man is more than a corpse awaiting the influence of the Spirit and 
effectual grace to arouse him, Campbell rightly urged. The pio- 
neers rejected "faith only"' because this was made to mean that 
there is no meaning at all to one's response to the gospel- They 
probably could have agreed that salvation is most certainly by faith 
alone, once they saw alike the biblical concept of faith. 


That our Movement has been influenced by the pragmatic philos- 
ophy of American culture is probably another reason why we have 
not really seen the grace of God. We have always been a do-it- 
yourself people, bequeathed to us by the rugged individualism of the 
colonial fathers and the raw -boned independence of the western 
frontier. What is more consistent for red=blooded Americans 
than to have a do-it-yourself religion? The reformed churches, 
both Lutheran and Calvinistic, could have saved us from our self- 
assertiveness, for they had European ties that helped them to keep 
the cross of Jesus in proper perspective. But we cut ourselves off 
from such influences, or were cut off by them, due to the exclusive- 
ness that soon came to characterize us. To be sure, we had some 
things to teach "'the sects,"' but we were so busy skinning them that 
we overlooked the fact that they also had a lot to teach us- 


But as important as any reason for our being short on grace is 
the human proclivity to do it for oneself, which is why all churches 
fall short of giving proper place to the grace of God. Because of 
our self-will it is most difficult for us not to suppose that God needs 
some help in this matter of saving us. From childhood we have 
asserted ourselves with a "let me do it myself" to the point that we 
are hardly ready to turn our souls completely over to God's grace. 
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We give lip service to salvation by grace, and we boldly quote "Our 
righteousness is as filthy rags," but it is something else for us to 
really believe that salvation is by pure grace, apart from anything 
that we might do to merit it. 


A noble exception to the dearth on grace in our Movement, es-~ 
pecially in Churches of Christ, is the writings of K. C. Moser, who 
authored The Gist of Romans and The Way of Salvation, both of 
which stand in bold contrast to what is usually taught about grace 
and salvation (and even baptism) among us. Back in 1933, G. C. 
Brewer, one of the greats of the past generation, wrote the intro- 
duction for The Way of Salvation, in which he admits that Moser's 
views are not ''the accepted view" or "the brotherhood idea," and 
that he might even be criticized for being Baptistic. After agreeing 
with what Moser says, including the point that repentance preceeds 
faith, he goes on to say: 


"In showing that man can and must obey God in order to be saved, 
some of us have run to the extreme of making salvation depend on 
works. Some have been wont to show that there is a human side 
and a divine side to salvation, and in doing so they have made the 
human coordinate with the divine. Worse, in the minds of some the 
divine has been completely ruled out and salvation made a matter of 
human achievement—except that the "plan" was divinely given. The 
gospel was made a system of divine laws for human beings to obey 
and thus save themselves sans grace, sans mercy, sans everything 
spiritual and divine —except that the "plan" was in mercy given! 
Mercy to expect man of his own unaided strength to save himself by 
meeting the demands of a system of perfect divine laws!" 


Brother Brewer also praises Moser's chapter on "The Gift of the 
Holy Spirit," acknowledging that it is likely to be criticized. The 
treatment certainly departs from the old bromide that "'the Spirit 
is the Bible" or "the Spirit operates only through the Word," for it 
sets forth what the Spirit actually does in the life of the saint. This 
emphasis on the Spirit, one will find goes with an emphasis upon 
grace. Where one is lacking, so is the other. When Christians 
come to see the place of grace, they come also to see the role of 
the Spirit in their lives. 


The words of Romans 9:29 shows where the apostle placed grace: 
"Where sin was thus multiplied, grace immeasurably exceeded it." 
Or as some versions have it: 'Where sin abounded, grace did much 
more abound.’' The first rendering brings out what the second does 
not, that there are two different Greek words for abound, making it 
mean something like Where sin overflowed, grace flooded in. Or 
maybe Where sin was finite, grace was infinite. it means that grace 
overflows for us all, regardless of the measure of our sin. God 
does not give more grace to one and less to another, depending on 
the degree of his sine God never says, 'This is an average man, 
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with an ordinary amount of sin, so I will give him an average 
amount of grace.'' God's grace overflows, saving us eveu when sin 
is abundant in our lives, and it is abundant in us all. 


Grace does not merely supply our deficiencies, taking up wher- 
ever we may leave off in the struggle for wholeness. Grace creates 
a new life within us, providing us with resources that would never 
be ours otherwise. It does not come to us because we are good or 
for anything we have done, but because of his infinite love for us. 
It is not given as a part payment for some good work on our part, 
for there is no sense in which we can either buy it or deserve it. 
"Tf it be by grace, then it does not rest on deeds done, or grace 
would cease to be grace" (Rom. 11:6). It is the proclivity of man's 
ego to cling to something he has done, however minute, as a coop- 
erate act or as part payment for salvation, thus making void the 
grace of God. Man is inclined to usurp the crown that belongs to 
grace alone, thus enthroning his own self-will as the ruler of his 
heart. Notice Romans 5:21; "As sin established its reign by way of 
death, so God's grace might establish its reign in righteousness, 
and insure in eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord." 


Paul here speaks of two queens that rule in men's lives. True, 
sin once had such an upperhand that it looked as if the whole drama 
of creation would be swept away by it, beginning with Adam's trans- 
pression. But God in His love would not allow that all be lost. His 
grace made possible another ruler in the human heart. Sin will 
rule or grace will rule. The choice becomes ours. But the choice 
is based only upon our faith, which is trust in Jesus as Saviour. 
"It is by grace you are saved, through trusting him; it is not your 
own doing. It is God's gift, not a reward for work done" (Eph. 2:8). 


So eager is man to have some part in saving himself that it is an 
easy thing to pervert the doctrine of grace. Lest we forget that it 
was a perversion of the teaching on grace that led Paul to say in 
Galatians 1:8; "If anyone, if we ourselves or an angel from heaven, 
should preach a gospel at variance with the gospel we preached to 
you, he shall be held outcast."" He insisted that they had been 
"called by grace," and that any reliance upon law or self-assertion 
meant to ''fall out of the domain of God's grace" (Gal. 5:4). The 
modern church needs to ask itself that arresting question: Are we 
really preaching the gospel? It is something less than the gospel 
when we suggest that man himself has something to do, at leasta 
little something to do, with his salvation. Man's pride hardly pre- 
pares him to accept God's grace, pure and simple. 


Our illustrations betray us. We say that God shows His grace 
toward us and thus saves as like a governor issues a pardon to a 
convict and thus frees him. This is hardly pure grace, for a gw- 
ernor pardons in view of the punishment the convict has already 
suffered or because the penalty was too severe or because the man 
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wasn't guilty to start with. We are guilty before God, and it is only 
because of what Christ has done for us that God shows His grace. 
Indeed, Jesus is that grace. "The grace of God has dawned upon the 
world with healing for all mankind," says Titus 2:1] in a reference 
to Jesus. 


If one should go to the governor and take upon himself all the 
penalty due the convict, along with the guilt of the convict, and 
paying it all by going to prison himself, that would be pure grace. 
No one could say that in accepting such love and thus walking out of 
the prison a free man, the convict in some sense merited his free- 
dom, and yet this can be the only sense that the scriptures would 
employ such language as ''Save yourselves.'' Man responds to the 
grace, of course, if it is to be effectual, but this makes him no 
co-worker with God in some kind of "'plan of salvation." 


in reference to illustrations, one that comes from the Restoration 
literature referred to above seems to have the right ring in ref- 
erence to grace. James A. Harding was in a debate with John H. 
Nichols back in 1888. The proposition was justification by faith 
only, which of course brother Harding was denying. In his first 
reply to his opponent he says, ''Mr. Nichols seems to have a great 
horror of buying his salvation. He seems to think that one cannot 
do anything at all in order to justification without thereby paying for 
it. He seems to think that if one must, in addition to exercising 
internally a loving, trusting faith, also express that faith by some 
external action, he thereby pays for his justification." He goes on 
to point out that should a neighbor say to him “Come to my house 
tomorrow and bring a bridle with you, I have a horse I want to give 
you,'’ he surely would not suppose that in bringing a bridle he would 
be paying for the horse. According to Nichols’ notion of faith, he 
would have to fall on his knees and beg the man for a bridle, lest in 
bringing a bridle he pays for the horse. Nor could he ever go to the 
pasture and catch the horse, lest in catching him he'd be paying 
for him! 


There may be some question as to how well such illustrations, 
taken from human experience, fit the divine economy, but I am 
impressed with the validity of Harding's point. It well shows that 
"the free gift of God'' does call for response on man's part, and that 
the responding is not itself a work. I especially like the way brother 
Harding spoke of "trusting faith expressing itself in some external 
action,’’ which is where he places baptism. Baptism is the response 
of faith rather than something apart from it. So that when Paul 
says, "By grace you are saved through faith,"’ he speaks of a faith 
that expresses itself in obedience. 


We have erred through the years, J] think, in leaving the impres— 
Sion that baptism is something we do after we believe, as if it were 
the next step in some program that leads to salvation. It wrongly 
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implies that one completes one step, and once it is attended to, he 
moves on to the next. As in the case of the man offered the free 
horse, there was no awareness of steps, for it was all a matter of 
trusting faith on his part. He believed the man would really give 
him a horse, so he took his bridle and went after it. This is why 
brother Harding was right, as a reading of the debate reveals, in 
dealing with the kind of faith that the scriptures talk about. There 
is no biblical faith except an obeying, trusting faith. So itis true 
that for one to be saved he must have sufficient faith to do what the 
Lord expects of him. 


This is why we can say with Luther and Protestant thought in 
general that man 8 saved by faith only. He is not saved by faith 
plus works, nor by faith plus anything. It is only by faith, remem- 
bering that al] that the Lord command us is an expression of that 
faith. I have no quarrel with the Good News for Modern Man when 
it translates Romans 1:17 ''faith alone."' I would only insist that faith 
be seen as that simple trusting response on man's part to what the 
Lord has commanded him. This is the faith that Paul equates with 
grace. ‘'By his grace you are saved, through trusting him; it is not 
your own doing. It is God's gift, not a reward for work done.” 


- Restoration Review, November 1971 
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The Second Coming 


SCOTT DAVE 


In the last few years or so, there has been a lot of talk of when 
Jesus is going to return again. Much speculation has been put forth 
as to when the event might take place. Some authors have even 
made a lot of money as to the exact circumstances that are to take 
place when He decides to make His appearance again on this earth. 
As sincere students of the Bible, and not frivolous speculators, we 
need to take a look at the word which was employed by the New 
Testament writers to describe the Second Coming of Jesus Christ. 


In the original language of the New Testament, the word which 
was used to describe the next appearance of Jesus into the flow of 
history was the word parousia. In many circles of Christendom 
this word has become naturalized in the English as the term for the 
second coming of Christ. We speak of the "narousia of Christ." 
But the use of the word in the secular Greek is very interesting. 


In classical Greek (the polished Greek of poets, writer's, and the 
educated) the word meant quite simyly the "presence" or "arrival" 
of persons or things. Many times throughout the New Testament, 
Paul uses the term in this sense. He rejoices at the parousia 
(arrival) of Stephanas in 1 Corinthians 16:17. He is comforted by the 


172 
12 


parousia (presence) of Titus in Hi Corinthians 7:6. 


In the papyri (bits of paper discovered in Egypt and elsewhere 
which contain the language of the New Testament as used by the 
common people of that period) parousia was the word which was 
used to describe the arrival of an emporer, a king, a governor, or 
a famous person into a town or province. It was a time of celebra- 
tion and festivity. The event was so important that many times 
coins were struck to commemorate the event, and many times the 
catender was started over to show the importance of the visitation 
of this famous person. 


But most importantly, the word parousia was used of the visita- 
tion of a god. It was used, for instance, of the visit of the god 
Aesculapius, the god of healing, to a sufferer, who was healed. 
When used of a political person, it was used on the occasion when 
petitions were presented to him and wrongs were righted by him. 
The word describes a healing and a correcting visitation. 


We, as Christians, are the ones who are eagerly awaiting the 
final parousia of Jesus Christ. It will be a time of healing and 
correction. It will be the time when a new era is begun. It will be 
an event of such great pageantry that a new calender will be initiat- 
ed —the calender of eternity. Sufferers will be healed. All of our 
petitions will be presented and all of the wrongs to which we have 
been subjected will be righted. 


The parousia of Jesus Christ will not be the humble advent which 
characterized his first coming. It will be a show of power and 
magnificent splendor and glory. God hasten the day! 


270 N. Fifth, Piggott, Arkansas 72454 





DOUBT: 


THE DISEASE THAT DESTROYS By Mark Williams 





Are you saved? Are you absolutely positive that you are going to 
heaven when you die ? 

Eighty percent in the churches of Christ usually answer ''no’' when 
I ask this question. They say that no one knows he is really saved 
until the Judgment Day. 

Two years ago I studied with a lady who told me she could not be 
baptized because she smoked. I asked her who had told her such a 
thing. She replied that the Johovah's Witnesses had told her that 
she must repent of her sins before she can be baptized. What they 
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had meant was that she had to conquer her sins before she could be 
baptized. Since she had not been able to give up smoking (and some 
other sins) she was convinced that she could never be saved. I was 
flabbergasted. The next time I studied with Jehovah's Witnesses, I 
accused them of teaching a doctrine that denied the grace of Jesus 
Christ. They were making a person conguer their sins before they 
had the power of Christ's forgiveness in their lives. 

But then I started thinking. This was the same problem I had a 
few years ago. I had not been able to conguer various sins and had 
become extremely discouraged. In despair I would get down on my 
knees and in essence promise that I would not commit the sins 
again if God would forgive me once more. When the sin reoccured, 
I suspected that I was very close to being lost. Surely I had more 
grit power than that. I believed God's forgiveness was unavailable 
to me because I had failed again so soon. Surely if I whipped my- 
self with guilt and shame and thought about the fires of hell, I could 
conquer my sins- But I could not. Why not? 

The gospel I was preaching was a gospel of perfection of works— 
not of all works, but at least the worship, work and organization of 
the local church. These items had to be perfect or we were lost. 
But this same logic when applied to personal worship resulted first 
in conceit (that I was a perfect Christian), and then in despair (when 
I finally realized my imperfection). I was preaching a gospel on 
how perfectly I could keep the law of Christ: A salvation based on 
self — the very worst thing on which to base salvation (Rom. 8:3). 

This doctrine of self dependency pervaded every facet of my 
preaching. I tried to motivate members to obey God by preaching 
sermons about how God would condemn us if we did not obey prop- 
erly. In essence [ taught the fear of law. I tried to convert people 
to a gospel of the perfectly obedient church. Then [I tried-to moti- 
vate them to grow by casting doubt on their salvation. 

Obviously the law of God is extremely important for manifold 
reasons. But was I approaching it from the proper direction? 

The Apostle Paul wrestled with himself in trying to keep the law, 
motivated by fear of condemnation (Rom. 7). He failed and came 
to the conclusion that only Jesus Christ can rescue us from sin (vv. 
24,25). Here is what happens: I try not to gossip because I am 
afraid of being condemned. The first time I gossip I feel condemn- 
ed. Perhaps my knowledge of God allows me to ask for forgiveness 
for an "occasional" sin. I ask forgiveness for the gossiping, but I 
immediately siip back into the insecurity that if I gossip again soon, 
I won't be able to receive forgiveness. This insecurity makes it 
hard for me to love others, and very easy to gossip about them. 
And so 1 am caught in a trap —a trap of fear of law. The more fear 
I have, the farther away from God I feel. Day after day as I see 
that I have not been able to conquer my gossiping, I come to the 
same question that the Apostle Paul came to: "Oh, wretched man 
that I am, who will rescue me from the body of this death?" (Rom. 
7:24). 
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The answer is in a totally different gospel. The word gospel 
means ‘'good news." It is not telling sinners they are sinners and 
only pointing to the law that holds them sinners. It is telling them 
the good news that forgives them of their sins and gives them the 
conquering power and the freedom from their sins. Forgiveness 
enables them to obey the law of God. 

Paul wrote, ''There is therefore now no condemnation for those 
in Christ Jesus'' (Rom. 8:1). And ne meant: it too! He also wrote, 
"For sin shall not be master over you for you are not under law, 
but under grace" (Rom. 6:14). Why would not being under law re- 
lease us from the mastery of sin? Because fear of condemnation 
is what keeps us captive under sin (Heb. 2:14-15; Ro:n. 8:15; 7:5). 
Fear of condemnation is really alienation from God, our Father. 

The forgiveness of Jesus Christ sets us free. When Peter asked 
Christ how many times he should forgive his brother, Jesus re- 
plied, seventy times seven per day! Why? Because that is how 
many times God is forgiving us each day, if we are in Christ Jesus. 
James commands us not to show favoritism but to ’act as those who 
are to be judged by the law of liberty'' (James 2:12-13). Liberty 
means freedom. Paul wrote to the Galatians about the freedom of 
Christ (Gal. 5). He said that we were set free to love one another 
(Gal. 5:13, 14). The more I learn about the forgiveness of Jesus 
Christ (even though I don't deserve it), the more secure I feel in 
the “hope of righteousness" (Gal. 5:5). The more loved by God I 
feel, the more I can love (and not gossip about) my neighbor, Jesus 
taught us to pray: "Forgive us our debts, as we have forgiven our 
debtors" (Mat. 6:12). Is Jesus Christ's forgiveness great enovgh to 
conquer gossiping, or must I conquer it myself in the midst of fear 
and alienation from God? Will God forgive me as many times as I 
fall down (until I conquer the sin), or must I conquer the sin first 
by my own power, and only then receive forgiveness? 

Now I know why the definition of grace is “an unearned gift. '' 
Truly this forgiveness is a gift that will wield great power in my 
life: ''For God hath not given us the spirit of fear; but of power, and 
of love, and of a sound mind (self control)'' (Z Tim. 1:7). ''For the 
grace of God has appeared, bringing salvation to all men, instruct- 
ing us to deny ungodliness and worldly desires and to live sensibly, 
righteously and godly in the present age, looking for the blessed 
hope and the appearing of the glory of our great God and Savior, 
Jesus Christ..." (Titus 2:11-14). 

John wrote, '’These things I have written to you who helieve in the 
name of the Son of God, in order that you may know that you have 
eternal life. And this is the confidence which we have before Him, 
that if we ask anything according to his will, he hears us" (I John 5: 
13,14). How canwe have this confidence that God answers all our 
prayers, unless we are sure that we are saved? James condémned 
doubt in prayer, saying that the one who doubts when he prays 
should not expect to get anything from God (James 1:5-8). 
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We must put our confidence in Christ not in ourselves. "For by 
grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of yourselves, 
it is the gift of God; not as a result of works, that no one should 
boast" (Eph. 2:8-9). As long as we depend on ourselves and how 
perfectly we are keeping the law of Christ, we will doubt our salva- 
tion. We must depend on Christ's forgiveness for our salvation 
(Rom. 8:3). Then our worl will come not only from a clean heart, 
but from pure motives. "If you love me, you will keep my command- 
ments" (John 14:15). But the goal of our instructions is love from a 
pure heart and a good conscience and a sincere faith" (I Tim. 1:5). 
If an alcoholic is having problems giving up drinking, I teach him 
not to give up his faith in the forgiveness of Jesus Christ. He must 
believe that Christ will forgive him as many times as it takes. He 
must fill his heart with the love of God. Fear, alienation and self 
dependency will never conquer alcohol or any other sin. 

The gospel that I now preach is truly one of Good News: forgive— 
ness, love, reconciliation, firm hope, adoption as a son of Gon, 
power and freedom. It is a gospel that fills me and bubbles over 
with joy and peace that passes understanding. 

Are you saved? Doubt is the disease that destroys. It prevents 
us from conquering sin. It prevents us from praying, from being 
joyful, from trusting in God. Doubt keeps us from spreading the 
gospel. Doubt will kill us. In fact I have seen it kill some and 
almost kill others. Our churches are filled with the disease of 
non-evangelism, zero growth. Could it be because we do not have 
any good news? "Yet those who wait for the Lord will gain new 
strength; they will mount up with wings like eagles, they will run 
and not get tired, they will walk and not become weary" (Isa. 40:31}. 


2476 Cora, Wyandotte, Michigan 48192 





EDITORIAL - from page 162 


Notice that Christ has made us free from law "for freedom." 
That means that he removed us from the slavery of law so that we 
might now approach God in an entirely different way than from old, 
and that we might now enjoy an abundant life in Christ which was 
impossible for those who fived “under law."' This doesn't mean 
that we are made free to practice immorality or to do anything not 
in harmony with the nature of God, 'for how can we who have died 
to sin live any longer therein." There is a very positive reason 
why God wanted his people to be free; that is, to be free of external 
restraints, a law written with "pen and ink." 

Christianity is a religion of the heart. God wants the heart. The 
heart can never be claimed by God if it is ruled by laws written on 


(turn to page 178) 
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ON LIGHTS AND TUNNELS 


BRUCE EDWARDS 


The light at the end of a tunnel can sometimes be the beam of an 
oncoming locomotive. Too often hopes have been raised that Church 
of Christ folks were finally turning back to the heritage they aban- 
doned at the turn of the century (unity and restoration), only to find 
out that the words being employed were only code words for legal- 
ism and disunity. Two recent experiences which I want to relate 
here may help us decide if that light is the welcome dawn or the 
crush of a freight train coming at us. 


I got a call one night this summer, a kind of call I have received 
a number of times over the past five years after the publication of 
A Journey Toward Jesus. A young "anti" preacher had been fired 
for his views on grace. In this case the brother is the son of a long 
time missionary (one of the "anti’ few), a sensitive, well-studied, 
and evangelistic fellow whose ministry would be appreciated by 
almost any right-thinking body oc Christians. He was calling for 
support, commisseration, fellowship. Here he was, supporting a 
wife, two children, cast off without severance pay, unable to make 
house payments, effectively on the streets. Only his "brethren" 
would do such a thing. But his spirits were high: he counted this 
set of circumstances as refuse compared with knowing the surpass- 
ing greatness of the righteousness of Christ. I'm happy to report 
that this brother has located a grace-understanding church in a 
metropolitan Canadian city and is seeking to raise support to move 
there. (If anyone would like to offer support to this brother I would 
be glad to put you in contact with him at the above address. ) 


This situation both appalls me and inspires me. Despite the con- 
sequences he knew would overtake him, this young brother refused 
to back down and preach a gospelof patternism or works-righteous- 
ness dictated by popular preachers or periodicals. I treasure the 
faith and hope this kind of bold determination takes. At the same 
time I am ashamed of churches—whatever their noble reasons—who 
off -handedly abandon those who sought to serve them. Even the 
secular world feels an obligation to those whose services they 
"terminate.'' If "by their fruits..." ever had contemporary appli- 
cation, surely it is here. 


Another incident is more encouraging. Rubel Shelley, a long-time 
preacher, writer and professor among mainstream non-instrument- 
al churches whose credentials had always been circumspect among 
those reputed to be somewhat (Freed-Hardeman; David Lipscomb), 
has authored a powerful indictment of the Church-of-Christ~ism 
which so debilitates any unity plea in contemporary Christianity. 
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His book, I Just Want to be A Christian is sure to rankle the Ira 
Rices, Thomas Warrens, and Getwell Churches of America because 
Rubel speaks candidly about the unBiblical shibboleths which domi- 
nate churches today: baptism-only-for-remission-of-sins; exalting 
the creed over the living Christ; abandoning unity for a union of 
"perfect patternism."' There is nothing so salutary as reading the 
"true confessions" of a brother who has seen the light and is throw- 
ing caution to the wind in bearing his soul. One has to think; if the 
Lord can break down the barriers in Rubel Shelley's heart, then 
anyone might see the light. Nothing, Jesus told us, is impossible 
for God. (The Holy Spirit may even now be Imocking on the heart/ 
door of prominent editors, seeking entrance. Pray for it!) 


The book is doubly valuable because Rubel has included several 
appendices which reprint choice historical documents from early 
and later restorers; Thomas and Alex Campbell, F. D. Srygley, 
and G. C. Brewer. Jt is published by 20th Century Christian and 
are to be commended for the courage it took to publish this God-~ 
honoring book. The irony is that Ru>el says things that Carl Ket- 
cherside and Leroy Garrett were saying decades ago, and what, no 
doubt, countless brethren speak quietly behind closed doors all over 
this country. 


So: is that light a locomotive or the sun shining through? Th2 
answer is: both. The more light that gets into the Church of Christ, 
the more preachers and churches who "'defect,'' the more ferocious 
the opposition gets. It takes courage to take on a runaway freight 
train but I praise the Lord that more and more good brothers and 
sisters are willing to face it- You know what they discover? That 
ol‘ train just passes right through them, harming only itself. This 
ain't the train of glory; rather it's only a rambling caboose, ''full of 
sound and fury,'' as Will Shakespeare's Macbeth would tell us, 
“signifying nothing..." Maranatha! 


1040 Village Drive, Bowling Green, Ohio 43402 


EDITORIAL - from page 176 

tables of stone. Ritualism and adherence to a code of "dos" and 
“don'ts'"' is no longer the way to approach God. He takes no pride 
in the fact that his children's obedience is exacted through fear ofa 
legal code. Such obedience is not a voluntary notion of the heart but 
stems from the fear of punishment for failure to obey. People may 
worship God with their lips when their hearts are far from Him. 
We obey God because we want to obey God and for no other reason. 
Anything else is unacceptable worship. Where there is a legal code 
of law there is a legal, chargeable sin and the fear of punishment. 
Where obedience is voluntary the motive is love. This is why God 
has made us free from law, that the motive of obedience might be 
changed from fear to love. (turn to back cover) 
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Standing Against Sin 
By: ELMER PROUT 


The list is ugly 
The judzment is clear: 


_ the wicked will not inherit the kingdom o: Ged. ... Neither 
the sexually immoral ner idolaters nor adulterers nor 
male prostitutes nor homosexual offenders nor swinidlers 

will inherit the kingdom of God (1 Covinthians 6:9, 10; see 
also the list of sins in Romans 1:26-32). 


We read the list. We remember lives crippled by slander, homo- 
sexuality, greed and the other sins. Revulsion, even hatred, boils 
up inside us. "How can any one live like that? I can't stand to be 
around that kind of person! !"" 


But we look back at the text: "And that is what some oi you were. 
But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified..." 
Amazing! How could that possibly have happened? Who dared to be 
around those people long enough for that to take place ? 


It happened "in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the 
Spirit of our God.'"' What did Jesus do to bring about the change? 
HE LOVED — specifically, "while we were still sinners" Christ ex- 
pressed his love by dying for us (Rom. 5:5-8). 


It doesn’t seem to make moral sense — Christ dying for sinners. . 
is he soft on sin? 


No, not soft on sin—in love with sinners! "Christ Jesus came 
into the world to save sinners... Iwas shown mercy so that in me, 
the worst of sinners, Christ Jesus might display his unlimited 
patience..." (I Tim. 1:15, 16). 


The swindler, the male prostitute and the rest of us are sinners. 
Hew are we to be saved from the sin which is destroying us and 
blighting the lives of others? Hearing a clear word of God's judg- 
ment such as that in I Corinthians 6 is one step. But knowledge of 
our sin will not save us—it may crush us, harden us, make us 
defensive or lead us to repentance. The word of judgment must be 
followed by confrontation with the same Lord whose gospel melted 
the heart of Saul, the ‘worst of sinners.' 


‘Hate the sin but love the sinner.' In the name of the Lord let us 
dare to confront sin, and, in the name of that same Lord, let us 
proclaim the promise of new life through the forgiving Christ. 


1620 Oak Tree Drive, Roseville, California 95678 
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RESTORATION - from page 166 


sign of weaimess but of understanding and love. Compromise may 
not be a compromise of sound doctrine but a compromise of per- 
sonal interpretations which just possibly could be inerror. Static 
uniformity is crippling, puppetizing stunting, but our own inter- 
actions as Christians are to compliment each other. May our spirits 
ride free in Christ lest the letter of the Jaw consume us! 


P.O. Box 1154, Ashtabula, Ohio 44004 





EDITORIAL - from page 178 


The case of the young ruler of Matthew 19 isa perfect example. 
Here was a man who was obedient to a system of law. The law 
stood between him and God. His approach to the Almighty was 
through a system of rituals and obedience to a law of negative re- 
straints. There was little if anything positive about his religion. 
His God was the law. All this is made clear when Jesus stated the 
unwritten law, the one that undergirds the whole system of the law 
of Moses, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself."" The young 
ruler did not have to deal with the inner law, the one that should 
have been written on the heart, which IS written on the heart in this 
Christian age. - Editor 
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EDITORIAL: 


ON THE MEANING OF FELLOWSHIP 


The article on the next page by Leroy Garrett is from the March, 
1970 issue of Restoration Review. Eventhough written 14 years ago 
it is still timely because it seems that brethren still haven't learned 
the meaning of ''fellowship."" For example, an astonishing article 
titled "Limitations of Fellowship" from a California periodical said 


"... the New Testament also teaches that certain spiritual condi- 
tions can require a limitation of fellowship even in the body of 
Christ."" The author here is not talking about outright disfellowship 
of rebellious sinners, but a "limitation" of fellowship with those 
who have not made the grade to full-fledged disfellowship, those 
who may be off key in singing the party song. This "limitation" 
which is already being practiced, has created a lot of half-brothers 
and half-sisters out there. But how do you associate with one by 
"degrees''? How can you tell to which degree one should be dis- 
fellowshipped? We just may have to resort to issuing ‘degrees of 
fellowship" cards, or perhaps stamping the percentage mark on the 
forehead, or else some half-brother may be called upon to lead 
prayer in one of our assemblies! If all this sounds silly, it is.... 
and that's the whole point. It is grossly unchristian. The attitude 
is wrong, and it is a misuse of the word "'fellowship."' We cannot 
withdraw fellowship from a child of God. We had nothing to do with 
bringing him into fellowship. We can't take away something ve didn't 
give. The writer of the article in question is confusing words such 
as "association", "participation", or "partaking" with "fellowship". 
We can and must refuse to "'associate"' with unrepentant sinners. 
We cannot "participate" in sinful activities, and we must not 'par- 
take" of their sinful deeds. Only God can withdraw fellowship. In 
all fairness to the author of this article (a popular speaker along 
the lectureship circuit), we will quote at length from his article, 
and then we ask the reader to read bro. Garrett's article on the 
next page. 

Concerning the title ''Limitations of Fellowship" the writers says: 


"The collective teaching of the N. T. clearly suggests this.... 
Discipline covers the entire range from simple ‘teaching’ to the 
ultimate ‘withdrawal of fellowship.' It may, therefore, be admini- 
stered by 'degrees', or perhaps it would be better to say, adapted 
to the needs of the individual. 


"... But the problem with this is: how does one determine which 
teachings are significantly erroneous to warrant disciplinary action ? 
"When brethren hold opposite viewpoints on various points of 
Bible interpretation, quite obviously someone is in error. But the 
question may be: is that error of such serious consequence as to be 
(turn to page 188) 
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The Essence of Christian Fellowship 
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By LEROY GARRETT 


Those of us who teach philosophy find the word essence to be 
useful in getting to the inside of rough intellectual problems. The 
term may be egually helpful in probing the meaning of fellowship. 
In searching for the essence of fellowship we are looking for the 
heart of it, for that, without which, fellowship would no longer be 
fellowship. 

Artistotle says that the essence of a thing is its soul or whatness, 
such as the soul of a knife would be that it cuts or that the soul ofa 
pen is that it writes. Other thinkers identify essence as the being 
or power of a thing; or even the universal possibility of a thing. 
The essence of an acorn, therefore, would be its potential for be- 
coming an oak. 

It makes for interesting discussion among college students to 
raise the question of the essence of man. Ohne student was getting 
at it when she pointed out that the essence of her own selfhood was 
‘whatever itis, if I should lost it, I would no longer be me." She 
could lose her eyes, ears, and power of speech and still be herself. 
She could even lose her limbs, as well as her possessions, and still 
be a person. She mentioned someone who was institutionalized, a 
serious case of psychosis, whom friends referred to in the past 
tense (He was sucha fine person), as an example of one who has 
lost the essence of being human. So it has to do with mind and soul. 

When Aristotle speaks of the essence of man, he refers to proper 
function,''as in the case of the knife or pen. A pen that does not 
write has lost its essence and is no longer truly a pen. Soa man 
who does not function according to his unique character is not truly 
man- Man may hunt, build houses, reproduce his species, and wage 
war; but this is not unique, for the animals do likewise. Man's 
uniqueness is his power to think critically about himself and his 
world, and through intellectual effort to gain control of his environ- 
ment. So people who behave only as animals are not truly human 
beings, for they have forfeited their essence, their proper function, 
according to Aristotle. It raises interesting questions about such 
folk as feral children (those who wander from civilization and are 
raised by animals), as to whether they are really human. Then the 
question moves on to the multitudes of people who live more like 
animals than intelligent human beings. 

Aristotle's point is that if an acorn is not truly an acornif it has 
no power to produce an oak, so a man is not truly a man if he is not 
behaving in those ways commensurate with his nature. There is 
more to being a person than merely having the physical character ~ 
istics. The existentialists step in here and insist that it is not 
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enough to live, for to really De one must exist. Ana so the likes of 
Jean Paul Sartre talk of ''Existence precedes essence.” Most of us 
like to tell folk that they are not really living but only existing, but 
Sartre would turn it around and insist that people are only living and 
not really existing. All this has to do with the essence of being a 
person. 

It would be helpful if a bunch of us could get together, those of us 
representing our tragically divided brotherhood, and have this kind 
of critical discussion on the essence of fellowship. We speak in 
strange language about fellowship. Recently a brother was criticiz- 
ing a lesson [ had presented, and he said: "He fellowships anything 
and everybody. '' Obviously I did not succeed in getting my point 
over tohim. It would be helpful to lay the matter out on the table 
before us and be precise as to what is meant by fellowship when 
used in such acontext. He says I fellowship everything. Does this 
include doctrines like premillennialism and fundamentalism? Does 
it include things like instrumental music, Sunday School literature, 
and cups? If so, then fellowship is necessarily related to doctrines 
and things, and we are likely to have as many different fellowships 
as there are things and doctrines. 

He says I fellowship everybody, a reference that makes fellowship 
even more ambiguous. It sounds as if it is something that I do or 
don't do to a person, something that I extend and withdraw at will. 
That it isa word belonging to the family of ship terms should help 
to correct this impression. We may aska man if Bill Jones is a 
partner with him in his business. We would be surprised to hear 
the man say, "'No, I do not partnership Bill Jones."' It would be even 
more awkward to apply it toa thing, such as "I'm not driving that 
old Ford. I don't partnership it." 

Or take companionship. We would never say "Don't companion- 
ship that man," or "We don‘t companionship that night club."" These 
ship words imply a relationship between persons or as Web- 
ster indicates they show state or condition. Any "ship" relationship 
would suggest that people are in the same state or condition. Sol 
would say "He and I enjoy a beautiful friendship" but never "I friend- 
ship him."" We Christians would say 'We share sonship with Jesus," 
but never 'We sonship Jesus." 

Then why do we have this hangup on fellowship? The Bible speaks 
of "the fellowship of the Spirit," but it would be confusing to find it 
saying "We fellowship the Spirit."" It says also 'We have fellowship 
one with another," which is very different from saying 'We fellow- 
ship one another."" If we have something together, it is likely pro- 
vided by someone else, but if fellowship is ours to give and with- 
draw, it becomes a commodity rather than a state. Even in such 
language as "You have fellowship with demons," indicated in 1 Cor. 
10:20, the idea is that one moving into the same state or relation- 
ship with demons. To say "You fellowship demons" would be as 
meaningless as "Tom friendships Jim." 
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This helps our cause in getting to the essence of fellowship, for 
we Can see that it has to do with state or relationship. Better still, 
it is a qualitative relationship rather than quantitative, for "ship" 
can be between two people or two millim. It is a certain kind of 
relationship that puts them in the same state. When two men take 
on certain common qualities, they might be referred to as sharing 
a partnership. It is like the ‘hood’ words. You become my neigh- 
bor by moving close to me, so that we share certain things in 
common. But we would never say "We started neighborhooding one 
another last summer." 

Even yet we are not ready to put a finger on the precise point of 
Christian fellowship. As we might do in studying the essence of 
man, let’s look for a moment at what fellowship is not, that is, the 
qualities that could be missing and we would still have fellowship. 


1. Fellowship is not a matter of approval or endorsement. 


This is to say that we might not approve of a person's conduct or 
endorse the positions he holds and still be in the fellowship with 
him. Indeed, fellowship might be sweeter and more meaningful if 
we did approve, but it is not necessary to the relationship. The 
Bible is replete with examples of this. Paul certainly did not ap- 
prove of Peter on some occasions, rebuking him to his face as he 
did, but they remained in the fellowship together. The apostles 
were always disagreeing sometimes rather bitterly, but this did not 
impair fellowship. And so it is with all the "hoods" and "ships" of 
life. Brothers in a family seldom agree, but stili there is brother- 
hood. Business partners often have a time of it, but still there is 
partnership. 


2. Fellowship is not a matter of agreement on doctrines or 
opinions. 


Look at the congregation at Corinth with all its disagreements, a 
condition that reached serious proportions. But this did not keep 
Paul from writing that 'You were called into the fellowship of his 
Son’ and "You are the body of Christ."" It is true that factious be- 
havior placed a great strain upon fellowship, as foul business 
practices do to a partnership, but it did not nullify the relationship 
that they shared in the Christ. If fellowship were dependent upon 
agreement in ideas, doctrines, and practices, then the Corinthians 
could never have been called by God into the fellowship, for their 
backgrounds were so different that they could never have seen 
everything alike. In 1 Cor. 6 Paul says that they came out of a 
crowd like that. But the miracle of grace is that out of such a 
checkered background, that included the noble as well as the ig- 
noble, God could bring them all into relationship with His Son. Unity 
in diversity! And can there really be any other kind? 


3. Fellowship is not a matter of being right or wrong doctrinally. 
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3. Fellowship is not a matter of being right or wrong doctrinally. 


Nothing is made plainer than Paul’s language in Romans !4, where 
he is saying that one brother believes one thing, while another 
brother believes something else, and obviously they think each 
other to be wrong and themselves right. ''One man will have faith 
enough to eat all kinds of food, while a weaker man eats only vege- 
tables,'' he says, 'The man who eats must not hold in contempt the 
man who does not, and he who does eat must not pass judgment on 
the one who does; for God has accepted him."' Here we have the 
basis of fellowship: God has accepted him. 

If God accepts him asa son, I am to accept him as a brother, 
regardless of how. right or wrong he may be, which I can judge only 
by the way he agrees with my own position! The point is that God 
claims us as his children even when we are wrong, and so we are to 
accept each other. 

We get hung up on this bit about "brothers-in-error," as if there 
some other kind. Were not Paul and Peter in error? At least Paul 
says Peter stood condemned, and Peter says Paul writes stuff that 
you can't understand. If fellowship depends on being right about 
everything, then a person cannot be in fellowship even with himself. 
If we were not all wrong at one time or another, and a bit stubborn 
along with it, there would be no place for forbearance. 

The admonition to "forbear one another" indicates that there is 
sometimes a lot to endure from each other. This we do because we 
are in the fellowship together, not to make the fellowship possible. 
Fellowship would therefore be no greater, or more extensive, be- 
tween two brothers that agree on hardly anything except their 
common love for Jesus. Just as in my father's family. Some of us 
seem to see eye-to-eye on most things of common interest, while 
others hold widely divergent views. But those who differ with me 
are no less my brothers. 


4. Fellowship is not a matter of knowledge. 


One can enjoy the fellowship that is in Christ and be a grossly 
ignorant man, including an ignorance of the Bible. So it was in the 
primitive congregation, where they did not yet have the Bible. 
Surely many could not even read, being slaves and in poverty. But 
even the ignorant man can have faith anc be in love, and it is this 
that made fellowship possible. Christ was their wisdom. They 
trusted Him and they loved each other. Paul was adamant with the 
Corinthians about the limitations of knowledge. It will fail when the 
pressures come, and so love is the gift to desire above all others. 

We set up a standard of knowledge in our measure of the bounds 
of fellowship. One must understand certain things about the church, 
and certainly he must understand that baptism is for the remission 
of sins. It was not so with the early Christians. Baptism was an 
act of faith, not a matter of knowledge. 
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Surely we are urged to "'grow in knowledge" and the knowledge of 
the Lord is a Christian virtue. But it is fellowship that makes such 
growth possible, and not the growth that makes the fellowship pos- 
sible. A family may have a retarded child, but this in no wise 
threatens his sonship with the other children. God too has retarded 
children. God too has retarded children, many who will never be 
able to do much growing, but all such are no less our brothers in 
the Lord. 

If the essence of fellowship is not any of these things, then what 
is it? The essence of fellowship is sharing the common life. There 
can be fellowship where there is disagreement, disapproval], ignor- 
ance, and differences in doctrine and opinion; but there can be no 
fellowship apart from shari Sharing gets to the heart of the 
meaning of koinonia, the Gree erm for fellowship. The New Eng- 
lish Bible has some beautiful renditions of the verses on fellowship. 
Notice how it uses the term sharing to express the idea: 

"It is God himself who called you to share in the life of his Son 
Jesus Christ our Lord." (1 Cor. 1:9) 

"If then our common life in Christ yields anything to stir the 
heart, any loving consolation, any sharing of the Spirit, any warmth 
of affection or compassion, fill up my cup of happiness by thinking 
and feeling alike." (Philip. 2:1-2) 

(This verse is especially helpful in that it shows that the common 
life in Christ and the sharing of the Spirit must first be a reality, 
then can come some measure of thinking and feeling alike. We have 
it the other way around, that brethren must first think and feel alike 
about organs and societies, then can come the fellowship.) 

"What we have seen and heard we declare to you, so that you and 
we together may share in a common life, that life which we share 
with the Father and his Son Jesus Christ." (1 John 1:3) 

"If we Claim to be sharing in his life while we walk in the dark, 
our words and our lives are a lie; but if we walk in the light as he 
himself is in the light, then we share together a common life, and 
we are being cleansed from every sin by the blood of Jesus his Son.” 
(1 John 1:6-7) 

‘They met constantly to hear the apostles teach, and to share the 
common life, to break bread, and to pray."' (Acts 2:42) 

it is evident enough that if all these years we had had access only 
to the likes of The New English Bible (and what a blessing that 
would have been!), we would never have been guilty of such talk as 
"We don't fellowship the instrument," or ‘We at Eastside don't 
fellowship the Westside congregation."' Such talk makes fellowship 
mean endorsement or approval, which is not remotely related to the 
idea of Koinonia. When the folk at Eastside are asked, "Do you 
share the common life in Christ with those at Westside ?, "the an- 
swer may be different. The question is at least different. Eastside 
may disagree or disapprove of some things at Westside, but still 
share the common life with them. 
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SO we suggest a moratorium on the use of the word fellowship, 
which does not even appear in The New English Bible. Let's use 
"share the common life" instead. We'll be more scriptural, and 
we'll discard some bad habits. It is safe to assume that no one will 
be saying "I don't share the common life with the instrument." 

This will do something else for us, for it will raise serious 
questions about whether we truly share the common life in Jesus 
with those we have been claiming "to fellowship."' If fellowship has 
been mainly a matter of endorsement, there may have been little 
real sharing. To agree on certain doctrines that make some par- 
ticular party distinctive is one thing; to share together a life of 
hope, hardship, reprisals, and victory is something else. To sit 
together in a million dollar building, presumably believing every - 
thing alike, and listen to someone sermonize on the party line is 
not sharing the common life. Sharing the common life is being with 
the sick and distressed together, going to the ghetto together, 
joining efforts ina work of love. It is enjoying and loving Jesus 
together. It is weeping, laughing, and singing together. It is the 
joy of being with each other, for it is like being with Jesus himself. 

So, to go back to the complaint of the existentialists, who tell us 
that we're not really existing but only living, we might register our 
concern this way: We are not really sharing the common life, for 
we're only "fellowshipping" one another. - Restoration Review 








EDITORIAL: from page 182 


a threat to the eternal welfare of others? Let us consider several 
matters. At the death of the saint, doeshis spirit enter into para- 
dise, or go directly to heaven? Good brethren have differed over 
this question, and someone is wrong about the matter, but surely it 
is not an area where fellowship is involved. Some believe the Holy 
Spirit personally indwells the child of God; other folks contend that 
the Spirit only lives in the Christian indirectly, by means of the 
Word. But to my knowledge these viewpoints have never become a 
test of fellowship among us. Which English translation of the Bible 
shall we use? Though I am personally inclined to the American 
Standard Version (1901), shall I disfellowship those who use the RSV 
or NIV? Not I. I had rather brethren read those versions, as weak 
as they are in some areas, than_nothing at all! 


"How then shall we decide when to limit fellowship due to incor- 
rect teaching? I would like to suggest the following possibilities. 

(1) One must take a careful look at the person advocating the 
false doctrine. Is that person perhaps new in the faith and simply 
teaching error out of innocent ignorance? Does he have a good 
attitude of being willing to discuss the subject and learn? Or is the 
individual a teacher of considerable experience who ought to know 


oetter ? Does he persist in his error even after considerate brethren 
have tried to show him the Lord's way more accurately? These are 
important questions. 

(2) What are the implications of the teacher's doctrine? Let me 
suggest some areas that I feel are of grave concern: 

(a) Does the teaching reflect upon the character or nature of 
the Godhead? Those, for instance, who teach the dispensational 
notion that the Jewish rejection of Christ was a surprise to God are 
reflecting upon the foreknowledge of God. This is a woefully dang- 
erous error. Some have alleged that Christ was initially created 
by God and that he, therefore, does not possess a divine nature 
equal to the Father's This is heretical and undermines the Lord's 
claims regarding himself! 

(b) Does the teaching attack the credibility of the Bible as an 
infallible revelation from God? There are teachers among us who 
have taught that the Bible contains contradictions; there are Jars 
and clashes between the Gospel Accounts; Genesis 1 is mythological; 
and Bible and the theory of evolution agree on almost al! issues, etc. 
Such views are radical indeed and propagators of them should be 
neither supported nor commended. 

(c) Does the doctrine undermine the finality of New Testament 
revelation? Those who argue for miraculous gifts and continuing 
revelation today offer a form of subjective religion that ignores the 
completed, authoritative New Testament. When this is accepted, 
virtually anything goes in religion. Should teachers of such ideas be 
bade Godspeed? . 

(d) Teachers who promote immorality must be censured. Jesus 
rebuked the church at Thyatira because of its toleration of the 
woman Jezebel, who both taught and seduced others to commit 
fornication (Rev. 2:20). What of those today who, by their novel 
false ideas on divorce and remarriage, are actually encouraging 
men and women to continue committing adultery? Shall the blanket 
of "toleration"' be thrown over them indefinitely ? I do not think so. 

(e) What shall be said of those who deny the Lord's clear plan 
of salvation and obliterate the concept of the distinctiveness of 
Christ's church? Some of our brethren have publicly gone on record 
as advocating that we extend fellowship to those baptized as infants, 
those who were sprinkled, and to the pious unimmersed. Some have 
announced that the "church of Christ" is but another sectarian body 
among many and hence active association ought to prevail across 
denominational lines. Shall those who propose such ideas be ac- 
corded the same status as faithful gospel preachers ? ! 

(f) And how shall we view those who publicly argue that the 
New Testament establishes no pattern for acceptable worship? For 
them, the Lord's supper may be eaten whenever the notion strikes 
one, and the use of mechanical instruments of music in Christian 
worship is a matter of indifference. Shall such teaching as this be 
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of no concern tous? Is it wrong to alter worship (cf. Lev. 10:1-2)? 

"It is my strong conviction that limited fellowship should be ex- 
tended to those brethren who had drifted into error in such areas as 
are outlined above. But exactly what do I mean whenI suggest that 
fellowship to them must be limited? 

"Well, I do not necessarily mean that formal fellowship should be 
withdrawn from them in the same sense in which a local congrega- 
tion would, in the assembled body, disassociate itself from wayward 
members. However, as suggested earlier, since fellowship is 
broader than the local church, so non-fellowship can be as well. 
Therefore, please consider the following. 

(1) One form of fellowship is financial support. When Paul com- 
mended the saints at Philippi for their "fellowship in the further- 
ance of the gospel" (Phil. 1:5), he was thanking them for their 
generous financial help in his ministry (cf. 4:14-17). If brethren 
would cease to support teachers who go into error, some of them 
might be brought to repentance. Their influence could certainly be 
curtailed! 

(2) A form of discipline can be exercised by malting the brother- 
hood aware of unsound teaching that comes from a man's pulpit or 
pen. Brethren have a right to know where a teacher or preacher 
stands on fundamental issues before they use him. 

(3) If schools and churches would cease to use men who are 
openly known to advocate radical ideas, in gospel meetings, lecture- 
ship programs, etc., some of them would soon get the idea! A 
preacher with no audience is a rather impotent creature. 

"Finally, let it be respectfully noted that this is not a call for 
fanatical head=-hunting. It is not a suggestion that every brother 
with whom you disagree should be "marked." It is a plea for bal- 
ance, conviction and firmness in a time within the Lord's church 
which seems to hint of some doctrinally dark days in our future. 
We must be true to the Word and loving of our brethren, but pro- 
tective of the church as well." 

KKKKKKK KKK *K 

There is a lot we can agree with in the above article. But the 
thing that is frightening is the ease in which some brethren can set 
other brethren at naught, and over matters of opinion! Note also 
the superior confidence that this brother has that he is the very 
epitome of truth, and should someone disagree with him, they are 
not just disagreeing with him, but the Bible! Note, too, that all the 
emphasis is upon "'doctrine" and nothing whatever about morality. 
I suppose as long as brethren are doctrinally ''sound" we can toler- 
ate immorality. But what about those "preachers" who leave their 
wives, abuse their children, leave town without paying their debts? 
Shouldn't this sort of thing be a factor in determining "soundness"? 
The great alarm for the church is not those "doctrinally dark days 
in our future", but the gross immorality of the present, the lack of 
love for the brethren, and the unethical practices of some editors. 
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Does God care about the trivials that we have made tests of fel- 
lowship? This brother is right in that we should not draw lines of 
fellowship over such things as the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, the 
use of Versions, taking the Lord's Supper on weekdays, and we 
could name a whole host of others that belong in the same category. 
They shouldn't be made tests of fellowship because what one feels 
about them is based on opinion and private interpretation. 


Butare they any less important than the many other "doctrines" 
over which brethren have made tests of fellowship, such as, for 
instance, the premillennial view, and even musical instruments ? 
Seriously, are these more important than the others? Should we 
sever our spiritual relationship over things of which the Bible says 
nothing? And who is the infallible one among us who Can pass 
judgment as to which "opinion" is to be made a test of fellowship? 
We need to take another look at our so-called church issues and 
try to determine which are Bible issues and which are church 
issues. They are not necessarily the same. For example, does 
the Bible specify Sunday as the day to take the Lord's Supper, every 
Sunday, and no other day of the week? Or did the church decide 
this? Does the Bible say that it is a sin to take money from the 
church treasury and send it to an orphan's home? Or did the church 
say this? Does the Bible say that it is sinful to use mechanical 
instruments of music inworship? Or did the church say so? And 
you can go through the whole range of issues in the same way, and 
when you do you will find that it has been the church, not the Bible 
that has made issues out of the issues. The Bible sets us free but 
the church binds us with an orthodoxy that is unbiblical. The free- 
dom that Christians actually own is frightening to those who are 
accustomed to church rules and regulations. It is scary business 
to have to make ones own decisions. We'd rather someone lay out 
straight lines for us to follow rather than to have to think for our- 
selves, and there are plenty of preachers and elders who are more 
than willing to mark out the way for others to follow. 


The following article by Howard Winters is an editorial from the 
August 1984 issue of Carolina Christian. it further suggests that we 
have placed too much emphasis on doctrine and evidently much too 
little on mora] matters. 


EERE EEE HEHEHE EEE EEE EES 


SINFUL PREACHERS 
ARE A SHAMEFUL FACT 


Howard Winters 


We are sorry to bring this up, brethren, but sinful preachers are 
a shameful fact that must be faced. They are destroying the very 
cause they are paid to promote. Consider the following charges 
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leveled against us from one who most would consider an unbeliever. 


"In olden times, preachers were presumed to be 'holy men’—men 
from whose natures worldly dross had been purged by penance and 
prayer. They were regarded not only as teachers, but examplers— 
better, purer, truer, more God-like than common mortals. Does 
any, even the most ignorant, suppose them to be so now? Is there 
a man so simple that he would put his young daughters in the power 
of the average preacher more readily than that of other men? Is 
there a banker who would discount the unsecured note of a preacher 
more readily than of an infidel? Is it not true that the penitentiaries 
contain as large a proportion of preachers as of other professional 
Classes, and that many a one now occupying a prominent pulpit 
would, if justice were done, be wearing stripes? Have they shown 
superior learning, purity, generosity, forbearance?" (W.C. Brann, 
Brann the Iconoclast, Vol. 2, p. 57). 


How can we justly answer such charges when among the promoters 
of Christianity, a good percentage of the preachers of the gospel 
who stand in the pulpits of churches of Christ, in the Carolinas as 
well as elsewhere, are those who are as dishonest as any criminal 
in the land? This can be seen in the fact that they run up Jarge debts 
and will not pay them —no not one penny on them; they abuse their 
wives and children; they are being fired by the dozens for sexual 
infidelity —they are both fornicators and adulterers; they are break- 
ing up their homes — leaving their wives and children to forge ina 
cold cruel world for themselves; they are avaricious money-grab- 
bers, often stealing from the very. hand that feeds them; they mis- 
trust and abuse each other; they lie and gossip; they twist and 
distort the words of others; they live in luxury by the sacrifice of 
others. We have known some who smoke, drink, and use drugs; we 
have known of them gambling, dealing in pornography, and abusing 
children sexually; they rob widows’ houses and make merchandise 
of the gospel to fill their own coffers with gold- On and on we could 
go, but the picture has become sordid enough -.. too sordid for 
comfort. (Unfortunately, what is here said of preachers is not a 
disease peculiar to them alone; it is also widespread among mem- 
bers of the church. ) 


But is such true of all preachers? No, indeed! Thank God! There 
are many who are the finest the earth has to offer—they are as level 
as a level, square as a square, straight as a plumbline, solidasa 
brick wall, and as true as the justified lines on this page. The true, 
the pure, the holy, the just, the sincere, the honest are the salt of 
the earth, the light of the world, and the joy of both heaven and 
earth. May God bless them and increase their number. But it is 
true of such a large number that public distrust of them all is nowa 
fact. In former days, as Brann noted, if one was a preacher he was 
presumed to be honest; today, the exact opposite is true. The faith- 
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ful must now prove their faithfulness; the honest must work against 
distrust created by the dishonest. 


There is only one remedy for this sin-sickness and that is for 
every preacher to live up to his profession —to be a Christian, a 
follower of Christ, in the true sense of the word. It is not enough 
just to preach the truth (in theory); we must practice it, in every 
aspect of our lives, if we expect to storm the strongholds of evil 
and turn the world right side up. - Christian Chronicle 


——$—<————_—$_— ————————————— er 


Two Imperatives 


J. JAMES ALBERT 


Recently I read the following in an article in a journal to which I 
subscribe: 


"Those who transgress God's law and refuse to abide in the doc- 
trine of Christ (2 John 1:9) have already dissolved their fellowship 
with God, Christ, and all the faithful. ‘Whosoever transgresseth 
and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God.' May we 
fellowship those who have not God? Brethren, what about congre- 
gations who worship in error in the communion and teaching, more 
than one cup on the table, Sunday School with women teachers. Who 
would dare claim to have fellowship with those who have divided the 
Lord's Body, His church, with such innovations ?"' 


The author of the article goes on to state that 'Wwe cannot fellow= 
ship those who have caused division on the divorce issue (the no- 
exception advocates) any more than we can fellowship those who 
have caused division in the use of innovations such as more than 
one cup and the Sunday School system of teaching." He says to "see 
Rom. 16:17, 2 John 1:9, Eph. 5:11, 2 Thess. 3:6, 2 Cor. 6:14-18, 
and so on." Further he says that ‘to have fellowship, there must 
be agreement on divine issues which effect the work and worship of 
the church." 


Thoughts such as the above remind me of much of the teaching I 
heard as a boy growing up "in the Church of Christ" in Pennsylvania. 
They remind me of the attitude I developed and manifested in my 
sermons aS a young man. Fed on such pabulum I wanted to bea 
noted ''defender of the faith."’ I failed to see at least three things. 
One was that I was a parrot who was more a defender of the party 
than a defender of the faith. Second, I failed to understand the 
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scriptures referred to and inconsistently and sweepingly misapplied 
them. Third, I wanted to blame everybody else for the divisions 
and the problems in the church other than myself and those like me 
in the party. This last sin on my part brings us to what I consider 
one of the several imperatives we must express both in word, and 
especially deed, if we truly seek unity of God's children. 


1. We must overcome our exclusivism. 

Our group, our party, our segment, does not constitute the ex- 
clusive, total body of Christ. We do not constitute the faithful, 
loyal, one, true church in toto. Such a viewpoint is indicative ofa 
self-righteous, holier -than-thou attitude. Thank God we are not 
like those innovators! Such is Phariseeism and we have treated 
dear and precious brethren like the Pharisees of old treated the 
publicans. 


Like each of the other parties known as the Church of Christ we 
have built a wall around ourselves. And like James and John of old 
we are on the verge of commanding fire to come down from heaven 
and consume our digressive or brethren-in-error if they don't see 
the "work and worship of the church" as we do and join us behind 
our wall. They have to quit interpreting the Bible and take it for 
what it says as we do! 


If we truly seek unity we must tear down our Wall of China or our 
Berlin Wall. We not only thwart unity and keep brethren "out" with 
our wall, but we fail to keep brethren "in.'’ Many are going ''over 
the wall’’ seeking freedom in Christ. 


2. We must cease demanding conformity. 

Again, like each of the other parties known as the Church of 
Christ, we have developed a set of dogma to which brethren must 
conform to be a member of our party. This same set of dogma we 
see as the basis of unity. But rather than unity being realized, this 
set of dogma and our attitude toward it produces more divisions 
and perpetuates old ones. 


This attitude and this stance is predicated upon the idea that we 
possess the official interpretation of the scriptures with reference 
to the identifying marks of our party. Do we have the right toco- 
erce brethren to conform to our way of thinking? Who among us 
is the official interpreter of a]l or any part of the scriptures? Who 
knows all there is to know? What individual or group of men? Who 
has the authorized interpretation? Who has the right to interpret 
the meaning of the written word of God for others and make it bind- 
ing upon them? Who has the right to abridge and infringe upon the 
right of private judgment in reading the word of God? 


Brethren we have been playing like the pope who plays like Goad. 
We have set ourselves up as mediators between man and God when 
there is only one who can mediate between the Father and man, His 
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Son Jesus Christ. Further, whereas fellowship is a faith relation- 
ship to God through Jesus Christ, we have prostituted grace through 
faith by our legalism and manipulation of brethren through the threat 
of and actual withdrawing of fellowship (both openly and under the 
table) when they could not conscientiously conform, at least verbally, 
to our understanding of the legal statutes we saw and see in the 
scriptures. 


Persons who have been raised in the Church of Christ, so to 
speak, are geherally very anti-Roman Catholic. We were taught 
that the Roman Catholic Church is the "mother of harlots" of scrip- 
ture and therefore the worst of all the denominations. Were it not 
for her the others might not have been produced. It is very easy to 
attack and riducule her system of popery, purgatory, pomp and 
circumstance, and so on. We have seen it as a system of religion 
that demeans man and enslaves him by infringing upon his rights. 
We have seen it as a system that maintains itself by capitalizing 
upon man's propensity to fear. Pay up and you can buy grace! 


What is ironical about the Churches of Christ is that in many 
ways we operate like the Catholic Church. We may not flaunt pomp 
and circumstance as does she, but we knowingly and unknowingly 
demean and enslave others, we have a system that seeks to 
maintain itself by capitalizing upon man's propensity to fear. This 
is a logical consequence of operating from and upon the same 
premise - legalism. 


Brethren, much of what [I have written may appear to be very 
radical to you, but I am only trying to get at the root of some of 
our problems. I know that many of these ideas will not endear me 
to those who represent the leadership of our party, but I resolved 
a few years back to accept the best I can, with God's help, any 
salvos shot at me or any treatment applied by brethren motivated 
by the party spirit. My allegiance to Christ and sharing in his 
desire for unity af those who believe in him cause me to express 
my self. 


Paul and Women 


L. E. SCHAEFER 


Paul's teaching that women were not to teach or have authority 
over a man is recorded in scripture. However, is this teaching the 
law of Christ, or must it be interpreted in the context of Paul's 
method for bringing others to Christ and salvation? 
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Paul states that the kingdom of God is not a matter of eating and 
drinking but of righteousness, peace and joy in the Holy Spirit. 
Yet, he teaches that we should not eat food which causes another to 
stumble. And he uses this principle concerning all other disputable 
matters as well (Rom. 14). 


The council which formed over a dispute between Paul and Barna- 
bas in Acts 15 re-confirmed this principle by agreeing that Gentiles 
should abstain from food sacrificed to idols, from blood, and from 
meat of strangled animals; the reason being that Moses had been 
preached in every city from the earliest times and was read in the 
synagogues on every Sabbath (vs. 21). Again, Paul and the other 
apostles and elders did not want to offend or cause stumbling, even 
though they knew that salvation came through the grace of God and 
not from the yoke of law (vs. 8-11). 


Therefore, we must interpret all actions of the early church in 
the light of Paul's own motives: "To the Jews I became like one 
under the law, so as to win those under the law. To those not 
having the law I became like one not having the law so as to win 
those not having the law. To the weak I became weak, to win the 
weak. I have become all things to all men so that by all possible 
means I might save some. I do all this for the sake of the Gospel, 
that I may share in its blessings" (1 Cor. 9:20-23}. 'So whether 
you eat or drink or whatever you do, do it all for the glory of God. 
Do not cause anyone to stumble, whether Jews, Greeks, or the 
church of God... even as [ try to please everybody in every way. 
For I am not seeking my own good but the good of many, so that 
they may be saved. Follow my example, as I follow the example of 
Christ" (1 Cor. 10:31—11:1). 


Paul's examples are not his first-century decisions; but, rather, 
his Christ-like motives. We can understand his writing that women 
are not allowed to speak in church "as the law says" (1 Cor. 14:34): 
yet accept his teaching in Galatians 3:25: "Now that faith has come, 
we are no longer under the supervision of the law." 


Paul's main concern was that no one malign the word of God 
(Titus 2:3-5). His motive was not to make slavery or any other 
tradition of the time, law; but neither did he want to cause stumbling 
or offend those to whom he brought Christ and His grace. 


The submission of women to their husbands was for one purpose: 
so that the husbands may be won over to Christ (1 Pet. 3:1). Indeed 
Paul writes in Ephesians 5:21 that we all, regardless of sex or 
position, should submit one to another out of reverence for Christ. 
We are all one in Christ Jesus; there is neither Jew nor Greek, 
slave nor free, male nor female (Gal. 3:28). 


To all who received Christ, to those who believed in His name, 
He gave the right to become children of God... children born not of 
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natural descent, nor of human decision or a husband's will, but 
born of God (John 1:12-13). 


6386 S.W. 42nd Street, Miami, Florida 33159 





Editor’s Note: I didn't feel that it was necessary for bro. Rogers 
to say anything further on the subject below, but he felt that it 
should be said and I appreciate his good attitude. 


ONE FORWARD- TWO BACK 
DAN ROGERS 


No doubt most of the recipients of this paper are aware of the 
published set-to that I had with bro. Kilpatrick in the February 
issue over the Crossroads controversy. As one precious sister in 
the Lord so observed to me concerning what both bro. Kilpatrick 
and I had to say as we exchanged barbs with one another, "Neither 
one was edifying to me personally."’ I rather suspect that many, 
perhaps even most, who read the exchange felt the same way. In- 
deed, honesty on my part demands that I admit that this is the case. 


As such, especially because of the way in which I said some 
things in the February Ensign article, which was written in Novem- 
ber of 1983 in response to an editorial by bro. Kilpatrick which 
appeared in the November, 1983 issue, and in light of the fact that 
bro. Ira Y. Rice, Jr. published my ‘Open Letter" in the August, 
1984 issue of Contending for the Faith (I submitted the article to 
bro. Rice in November of 1983 at the same time that I submitted it 
to bro. Kilpatrick), it is necessary that I say something about my 
part in the published rebuttal. 


The writer of Hebrews speaks of ''the sin which so easily entangles 
us" (12:1, NASV), pointing to the fact that "evil is ever present" in 
our lives (Rom. 7:21), with the end result being that so very often 
even "when (we) want to do what is right, (we) inevitably do what is 
wrong (Rom. 7:21, Living Bible). Each one of us, including me, 
have our areas of weakmess and sin (Rom. 3:23), and if we deny 
that such is the case, then, as John so points out, "we deceive 
ourselves and the truth is not in us" (1 John 1:8, NIV). As such, 
even one such as Paul had to admit that he had his areas of weak- 
ness and sin (Rom. 7). 

Being the master strategist that ne ts, Satan, "'the tempter" (Mat. 
4:1-11; 1 Cor. 7:5), tempts us in those areas wherein we are the 
weakest. For some it may be "the tongue" (James 3). For others 
perhaps it is "the lust of the eyes" (1 John 2:15; Mat. 5:28). How- 
ever I am persuaded that for many of us it is intolerance and sec- 
tarianism. 


no one likes to admit that he or she is intolerant and sectarian. 
Yet, surely intolerance and sectarianism are two common aspects 
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of '"'the sin which doth so easily beset" the professed people of God 
(Heb. 12:1)! It was intolerance and sectarianism on the part of the 
Jewish leaders which, among other things, helped to nail Jesus to 
the cross. Intolerance and sectarianism led to Stephen's being 
stoned to death. These same two sister sins were involved in the 
Roman Catholic persecutions of the early Protestant Reformers. 
In turn, it was these same two besetting sins which led some of the 
Protestant Reformers to turn right around and persecute some of 
their fellow reformers. Later, in this country, Campbell and the 
other early 19th century reformers, as they sought to "unite the 
Christians in all the sects,'’ found themselves face to face with 
these same two related sins on the part of their religious contem- 
poraries. And today things are no different, as children of God are 
still intolerant of, and sectarian in their dealings with one another! 


Two steps forward and three steps back! Although this sounds 
like a dance step, it actually well describes my personal struggle 
against the intolerance and sectarianism in my life. For, you see, 
it unfortunately seems that for every two steps I take forward in 
my personal battle against the partisan attitudes in my life, I sub- 
sequently take one or two, and sometimes three steps backwards. 
Invariably, just when I begin to relax, thinking that I have finally 
conquered that aspect of my "sinful nature” (Rom. 8, NIV), sin 
seizes the opportunity (Rom. 7:8, NIV), and I have a spiritual re- 
lapse back into my old partisan attitudes. This, I fear, is exactly 
what happened with regard to may rebuttal to bro. Kilpatrick's 
editorial. And E dare say that it is exactly what happens to a lot of 
brethren, including, at times, the very ones who so vociferously 
decry intolerance and sectarianism. 


"But thanks be to God!" (Rom. 6:17, TEV), that his word is 
"living and active," "sharper than any double-edged sword" (Heb. 
4:12, NIV), and that indeed, even as { instruct others in it, I am 
also able to instruct myself (Rom. 2:21)! Such is exactly what 
happened as I sat down and composed a letter to a partisan brother 
in the Guardian of Truth camp- Upon completion of the letter, I 
sat back and began to reflect upon those parts of God's Word thatI 
had shared with that brother. It became apparent to me that I 
needed the lesson as much as he did. 


So it is then, having come to this realization, that I want to 
publically express my apology to bro. Kilpatrick, an apology that 
I have already privately expressed to him under the date of Feb. 27. 
As bro. Kilpatrick himself so pointed out to me ina letter prior to 
the publishing of our February set-to, "There is a way in which to 
disagree with someone without losing that person's support and 
friendship."’ That is indeed the case! Unfortunately I did not ex- 
press my disagreement with him in that way- For that matter, 
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The Oppressed 
ED SHROYER 
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Editor's Note: The following article is based on a true account of a 
congregation's obliviousness to the needs of its members. The "old 
paths" in which most conservative churches claim to be walking, 
are pecomsnen rather obscure in these latter times. 


Joe nerviously handed the lady at the counter his unemployment 
card. Due to much use she remarked that she would tape it for him. 
He thanked her as she handed it back. The lady informed him that 
his unemployment benefits were exhausted. The news crushed Joe; 
the house payment and other bills had taken their toll on him and 
the family. 


They had just recently sold the only family car in order to make 
a late house payment and put a few groceries onthe table. Times 
were tough and the two sermons on Sunday did little to lift their 
feet on higher ground. The preacher laid it on the Baptist Sunday 
morning and Sunday night he had a heyday with the Presbyterians. 


Joe wondered why a people so sure of themselves sang ‘When the 
Roll is Called" with far off looks on their faces. Joe heard that 
Mrs. Williams, Southside's newest member, was stopped in the 
foyer Sunday morning by one of the elders. She was told to take the 
box of canned goods back to her car. She said later that he mum- 
bled something about the pattern. After church, in the parking lot, 
she distributed the items to the layed off workers; in spite of the 
heavy snow. Joe remembered feeling uneasy as the members filed 
by, glancing more than once inhis direction. A letter was read 
before the church Sunday morning informing the members that the 
Smiths had been formally withdrawn from. Joe knew that the Smiths 
were now meeting with the Salvation Army. They had gone there 
for help and found it! Joe heard one brother laughingly remark: 
"That bunch will feed anybody."’ Southside had money in a building 
fund, but it was common knowledge that they had no money to help 
the needy. Southside's preacher, {ke Jones, had recently gotten 
his annual raise, and after they paid a visiting preacher $400, the 
miscellaneous fund was empty. An hour later Joe waijked out of the 
unemployment office dejected. He pulled up his coat collar, shoved 
his hands in his pockets and headed south on Main Street toward the 
Salvation Army. 


One mile to the north, Ike Jones was going through the mail. He 
received four of the twelve journajs he subscribed to yearly, and 
two new books. Ike was proud of his library, and at last count had 
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ONE FORWARD 


neither did he, in his February Ensign response, nor bro. Bruce 
Edwards in his March Ensign response. 


Nevertheless I do wish to publically express my apology to bro. 
Kilpatrick, not for disagreeing with him but for the manner in 
which J] disagreed, reminding him and myself of Colossians 3:13, 
which states: "Forbearing one another, and forgiving one another, 
if any man have a quarrel against any: even as Christ forgave you, 
so also do ye." 


P.O. Box 277, Bellevue, Texas 76228 


OPPRESSED - from page 199 


over two-thousand books. He doubted that many of the authors 
would make the final crossing, but he sometimes found nuggets he 
could use in his sermon outlines. He put the two books on the shelf 
wanting to remember to make a mental note to pay the invoice by 
money order and not by check before Sue and the kids returned 
from her parents. He knew how Sue felt about his book buying 
spells, but in three weeks he would be holding a gospel meeting 
which would mure than make up for it. 


Ike returned to his desk, sat down and began to thumb through 
one of the journals. He smiled wondering what Phant was up to 
next... 


417 South Broad Street, Albertville, Alabama 35950 
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EDITORIAL 


| RELEGATED TO THE ENCYCLOPEDIA | 


GREETINGS 


First let us wish all our readers a happy holiday season. May the 
Lord continue to be gracious to each of you. Thank you for your 
generosity and words of encouragement throughout the year. Below 
is a letter from Canada which I think you'll find interesting - Editor 


LETTER - from R. L. Greenhow 


This evening a friend gave me a copy of Ensign (Oct. '84) which I 
find very interesting. Inasmuch as | edit a paper, appearing ir- 
regularly, with something of the same intent, I could do no other 
than write you and thank you for a fine paper. 


I should begin by identifying myself. I had the great good fortune 
to be born in a very godly home here in Windsor, just across the 
river from Detroit. My mother was a third generation Christian ; 
my father was converted out of agnosticism in his early twenties. 
He had been raised in a Church of England home, emigrating to 
Canada in 1909. The Lord has been exceedingly good and full of 
grace towards me, giving me such parents and seven brothers and 
sisters, all but one of whom are zealous for the things of God and 
for the GRACE of God. When I was a boy, we fellowshippcd in an 
exclusive Plymouth Brethren church, but my parents abandoned that 
in i930 to help found a small church where every child of God (not 
guilty of open immorality} would find a loving welcome, regardless 
of his background or doctrinal beliefs. The church grew and pros- 
pered while I and my wife were in central Africa as missionaries 
for 18 years. We came home in 1965 because of the political in- 
stability of Africa, and to get our teen age children into high school. 
I began teaching at St. Clair College (a government institution), and 
have just recently retired after 19 years. In 1971 my father and 
myself and a few others launched Open Forum, a paper whose 
purpose is similar to your own, and which I will be happy to send 
you. 


From my reading of your articles, I gather that you and the other 
authors are in the Church of Christ, or Campbellites. I know of 
your group only by hearsay, which I grant is not very reliable. I 
am fairly well acquainted with the district secretary of the Canadian 
Bible Society in this district, a very fine chap who, I believe, ad- 
heres to your fellowship, but we have never discussed denomina- 
tional distinctives. 


(turn to page 17) 
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The Law of Christ | 


W. CARL KETCHERSIDE 


For though I am free from all men, I have made myself a 
slave to all, that I might win the more. To the Jews I be- 
came a Jew, in order to win Jews; to those under the law I 
became as one under the law —though not being myself 
under the law —that I might win those under the law. To 
those outside the law I became as one outside the law—not 
being without law toward God but under the law of Christ— 
that I might win those outside the law. To the weak I be- 
came weak, that I might win the weak. I have become all 
things to all men, that I might by all means save some. I 
do it all for the sake of the gospel, that I may share in its 
blessings. (1 Cor. 9:19-23) 














What is the law of Christ to which Paul alludes? Note that it is 
one which obligates a free man to become the slave of all and to do 
this voluntarily to achieve a greater cause—to win the more. The 
law of Christ is not the new covenant scriptures for these had not 
been written when Paul declared himself to be under it- Moreover, 
Paul was beheaded before all of these scriptures were written, so if 
they constituted the law, he was never under it in its perfection. 


Any law acts as a restraining force for this is the nature of law. 
It restricts one in the exercise of freedom by bringing him up short 
when he reaches its bounds. What law is it which makes the welfare 
of others superior to your own and thus compels you to sacrifice 
your own inclinations in order to win others? On this point there 
can be little question. ‘You, my friends, were called to be free 
men; only do not turn your freedom into license for your lower 
nature, but be servants to one another in love. For the whole law 
can be summed yp in a single commandment: ‘Love your neighbor 
as yourself’ (Gal. 5:13, 14). 


Love is the law of Christ. In one of his final discourses, Jesus 
said, "I give you a new commandment: love one another; as I have 
loyed you so you are to love one another. If there is this love 
among you, then all will know that you are my disciples" (John 14: 
34,35). Love is the only absolute within the Christian framework. 
Augustine was correct when he declared, ''Love God and do what 
you please."" This is a perfect law of liberty. The exaltation of any 
other law or code must always infringe upon this. I have never 
known anyone who regarded the new covenant scriptures as a legal- 
istic code who did not violate the law of love —the law of Christ. 
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When anything except love becomes law, love is restricted or ex- 
cluded by that thing, for that is the function of law. It is only when 
love itseif is the law that it is uninhibited and unrestrained. 


The new covenant letters were not written to comprise a legalistic 
code for the people of God. If they were, the community of saints 
existed for some sixty years without part of that law and for two 
decades without any of it. The epistles were written to commend 
those who observed the law of love (e. g., the one to the Philippians), 
or to call back to that law those who deviated from it. Nothing is 
clearer from these Spirit-filled letters than the fact that Jesus is 
our pattern and love is our law. This runs like a golden thread 
through all of them without exception. They constitute for us a norm 
of Christian behavior because they reveal how a character founded 
and grounded in love should react under given circumstances. 


These scriptures were not written in full and imposed upon the 
saved ones as a law from the inception of the community of saints. 
From the beginning they were under the law of Christ —love. 'Dear 
friends, I give you no new command. It is the old command which 
you always had before you; the old command is the message which 
you heard from the beginning. And yet again it is a new command 
that Iam giving you—new in the sense that the darkness is passing 
and the real light always shines... Only the man who loves his 
brother dwells in the light: there is nothing to make him stumble” 
(1 John 2:7, 8,10). As difficult as it may be for those who have been 
reared behind a fence of legalism to admit the truthfulness of what 
we write, it is our conviction that it is true. 


The commandments are the outgrowth of the love of the Father 
and they should be kept out of love for Him. It makes all the differ- 
ence in the world whether you regard these commands as the statu- 
tory requirements of a police state or the uplifting requests of a 
loving parent. Jesus did not say, "If you fear me you will obey my 
commands," but "If you love me you will obey my commands." 
Legalism is always concerned with the precept; love is concerned 
with the person. In the former, if there is any conflict between 
mercy and law, the law must be fulfilled regardless of circum- 
stances. Judgment rejoices and triumphs over mercy in such a 
system, because it is the dignity of the law, not the dignity of the 
person which must be maintained. 


This is not true of the law of liberty. "Always speak and act as 
men who are to be judged under a law of freedom. In that judgment 
there will be no mercy for the man who has shown no mercy. Mercy 
triumphs over judgment" (James 2:12, 13). The law of liberty is the 
law of Christ. It allows one the liberty to show mercy. No one 
requires mercy who keeps a law in its perfection. It is only when 
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honest intention and purity of motive fall below the legal standard 
that mercy is required. The thing that makes "a perfect law of 
liberty’' is its provision for imperfect beings. We must ever speak 
and act as those who will be held responsible for showing mercy. 
If there is a Question as to enforcement of law or extension of 
mercy, the law of freedom makes love for men, not love for law, 
our chief objective. — 


The translation of this passage by J. B. Phillips is a very fortunate 
one. "Anyway, you Should speak and act as men who will be judged 
by the law of freedom. The man who makes no allowances for others 
will find none made for him. Itis still true that mercy smiles in 
the face of judgment.'' It is not amiss to cite his translation of 
Ephesians 4:3 at this juncture. "'As God's prisoner than, I beg you 
to live lives worthy of your high calling. Accept life with humility 
and patience, making allowances for each other because you love 
each other. Make it your aim to be at one in the Spirit, and you 
will inevitably be at peace with one another." - Mission Messenger 


4420 Jamieson C-1, St. Louis, Missouri 63109 


Note bro. Ketcherside’s change of address. - rlk 











CONFERENCE 


The Central Church of Christ, 1710 W. Airport Freeway, Irving, 
Texas, is to host a conference for Churches of Christ and individuals 
facing change. The most recent directory of Churches of Christ, 
"Where the Saints Meet", designates more than fifty churches as 
"E"', which means more progressive, more open, less traditional, 
more ecumenical. But there are many more than might be so 
designated, and this conference is called so that these people can 
get acquainted and encourage one another amidst the winds of 
change. But the Central church does not propose to identify these 
changing churches and persons, leaving it to each one who might be 
interested in the conference to determine for himself. All are 
welcome. Subjects to be discussed by panels and small groups will 
include the ministry of women, the nature of worship, how to deal 
with sectarianism, directions for future, and what is going on in 
changing churches. Speakers to be announced. The dates are Jan. 
17-19, 1985, with all-day sessions. 

For further information, write Central Church of Christ, 1710 W. 
Airport Freeway, Irving, Texas 75062, or call 214-259-2631. 
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Ezekiel and the Bones 


DENNIS CRAWFORD 


It was 118 degrees on the valley floor and thousands of human 
bones cluttered the hot sand. The bones belonged to God's people. 
In a macabre scene, God strolled Ezekiel through this death-valley 
until he was impressed with the sight. 


Then, after the prophet had looked at pile after pile of bleached, 
dry bones, God broke the silence with a question. ''Can these bones 
live?'' 


Dry bones, live? Asked by anyone else this question would have 
been insane. But the God who asked this question had ajready 
treated Ezekiel to fiery wheels and celestial fireworks. So Ezekiel's 
guarded answer was, ‘You know." 


With the question unanswered, God commissioned his prophet. 
"Prophesy over these bones and say to them, ‘O dry bones, hear 
the word of the lord’. "’ 


Preach? To them? Toa prophet this wasn't an outlandish com- 
mand. Ezekiel had preached long enough to imagine a Sabbath Day's 
assembly of back-seat, religion-worn Hebrews nodding off during a 
reading of one of the drier sections of the law. Yet, even if he were 
used to preaching to dead congregations this would be the deadest 
yet. They had sat still for so long that all their flesh had been 
picked off by scavengers. Each human frame had crumbled to the 
sand. The valley congregation was an unlikely audience. 


But, Ezekiel preached—and the resurrection began. He had barely 
finished his introduction and had just started his first point when 
God began rattling the bones. Then, bone joined bone. The vatley 
roared with the clanking and clicking of thousands of joints being 
rejoined. Foot bones, shins, femur, pelvis, vertebrae, ribs, hands 
and skulls all came together. The one who had engineered the 
original model was re-stacking each skeleton just right. 


The spectacle continued. Tough sinew, muscle, cartiledge, ten- 
don and skin wrapped and stretched neatly in place. Finally, when 
the valley was gorged with pale cadavers production stopped. Only 
the vital signs were missing. Ezekiel was agog. 


God spoke to the wide-eyed preacher again. ‘Say, 'Come from 
the four winds O breath, and breathe into these slain, that they may 
live'. "' Ezekiel obeyed. By this time, he was convinced that God 
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could do anything. 


Sure enough, color rushed into the bodies and they stood. Thous-~ 
ands of them. Alive. 


While Ezekiel stood there somewhere in the middle of his un— 
finished sermon with his mouth open, God told Ezekiel the meaning 
of all this. 


In a few words the point was: God can take the most morbid 
circumstance and turn it around. Just imagine, if God can gather 
dry, blanched bones and blow life's breath into them, he can do 
anything. Dead people are no problem for the living God. Even 
entire nations can be revived. 


After the mass desert resurrection, the prophet could never be 
the same. Ezekiel would never again look at the synagogue assem- 
blies and wonder what he could do with all those drowsy, anorexic 
folks he'd been rubbing clvicles with. 


Now he knew — on any given day, with the right sermon and just a 
little faith — only God knows what his people can become. (Ezek. 37) 


1301 Airport Road 4-B, Hot Springs, Arkansas 71913 


| "GOD, MAKE ME A BIG success!” 


MICHAEL HALL 


“Successful!'' That's the word that turns our heads! The whole 
process of culturization in this country teaches us to respect those 
individuals who have become successful in business or politics or 
whatever. The "how-to-be-a-great-success" business is a booming 
business. But should Christians jump on the success bandwagon ? 
Should the ambition to get ahead, make a million, get to the top, and 
obtain promotions be the Christian's prayer ? 


JUST WHAT IS "SUCCESS" ANYWAY ? 


Before these questions can even be approached, we must decide 
what we mean by success. Well, that's really pretty easy; it means 
reaching our goals, effectively attaining our ideas, not falling short 
of what we intended to accomplish. Ahh, now the more basic ques- 
tions arise —WHAT are we trying to accomplish? What are our 
goals, our ideals, our objectives in life? 
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And is it not here that the Christian difference manifests itself 
from the secular or non-Christian mindset? 


Jesus threw the disciples for a loop when he completely redefined 
"leadership", ‘being one in authority", "greatness", and "neighbor" 
(e.g., Mark 10:42-45; Luke 10:27-37). He likewise turned topsy- 
turvey the value of self-seeking and even identified it as "satanic" 
(Mat. 16:21-24). For him, success had very little to do with finan- 
cial wealth, or worldly goods, or even peace and tramguility. 
"Beward of covetousness. Behold, a man's life consist not of the 
abundance of the things which he possesses" (Luke 12:15). 


Our customary way of thinking and valueing, and the things which 
"seem right to us'' may bea whole solar system away from God's 
thinking and valueing (Isa. 55:6-8; Prov. 12:25). Aware of this 
definition gap between us and our Maker should help motivate us to 
keep re-examining our values 


What then did Jesus say which has anything to do in helping us 
understand his standards of SUCCESS? Perhaps his declaration of 
the "'blessed"' person in the beatitudes underscore ''success" in the 
spirit (Mat. 5:1-12). For those are the ones who "see God", "enter 
the kingdom", "inherit the earth", become recipients of God's 
mercy, etc. Accordingly, then, success begins with an utter real- 
ization of one's spiritual poverty, entails mourning(!), hungering, 
showing mercy (not competing), and even GETTING MISTREATED! 
"Rejoice and be exceedingly glad when men persecute you..."! 


WHAT DOES IT MEAN TO "FAIL" NOW THAT I'M A CHRBTIAN ? 


Failure according to secular standards concerns the lack of 
health, wealth, prosperity, fame, recognition, awards, etc. To 
experience pain, sadness, chastisement, or anything of that nature, 
means FAILURE. 


But, life in the Son — successful life in the Son —can involve such 
things! One of the most incredible promises of the Scriptures is 
that if we are indeed children of the heavenly Father, then we will 
be chastised, and this experience of being corrected, disciplined, 
proves that we are in spiritual relationship with him! Only those 
"bastards" (KJV), the illegitimate sons are "without chastisement"'. 
God loves us too much to spoil us and turn us into spiritual brats! 
(Heb. 12:1-14). 


Sometimes it is true that success in the Son means physical 
blessings. To be given liberty, financial security, wealth, fame, 
or any other form of success as the world measures it also brings 
greater responsibility and must be committed to God for him to use. 
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Failure in Christ means falling short of God's plans. It means 
living a sub~Christian life; squandering God's gifts for selfish 
purposes, and passing by all the marvelous opportunities he brings 
before us each day- And ultimate failure in the Son means giving 
up our allegiance to him, and not persevering to the end with all the 
zealousness we can muster. 


For the believer, no fall is ever a failure if we learn from it, use 
it as a stepping stone to greater holiness, and gratefully praise God 
for his sustaining grace. Messing up and complicating our lives 
with various crimes against God doesn't even have to be a failure, 
unless we must throw up our hands and guit. 


Success and failure for the believer then revolves around oar 
covenant relationship with God and our willingness to make the most 
out of our setbacks. There's just no place for self-pity, moping 
around, or gloomy talk when we consider the recreative power and 
grace of God to even take the messes of our lives and make som2- 
thing beautiful out of it. 


9427 Tennyson Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63114 





IN CHRIST AND IN THE WORLD 





J. JAMES ALBERT 


A paradox is defined by several dictionaries as ''a statement that 
seems contrary to common sense and yet is perhaps true.*"' The life 
of faith which we are to be living might be described as a paradox 
because it actually does place us in a number of paradoxical positions 
as to our attitude toward living and our life style. In the life of faith, 
God (the Infinite) is touching man (the finite}. There is to be a co- 
operative, harmonious relationship between us and God, but some- 
times we just don't understand his instructions and purposes for us 
as we should understand them. We misunderstand! Sometimes we 
misunderstand because we are a little pig-headed and want things our 
own way. Sometimes we become more than a little pig-headed and 
become extremely pig-headed. Our being selfish, self-willed, and 
sinful grieves God, but thank goodness he has made provisions to 
cover for both our being a little pig-headed as well as being extreme- 
ly pig-headed. 


The Christian life is a paradox because in this life God touches 
man, and some of the truths God has given manas guidelines by 
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which to direct his course appear to be contradictory. We wonder 
how wecan fulfill at the same time two of God's truths that appear to 
be contradictory. These paradoxical truths are to create a tension 
in our lives and we are to maintain a balance, not completely on our 
own, but with the help of God's Spirit. 


Someone might say, "Well, I thought a life of faith was supposed to 
bring peace and happiness into your life and now you're telling me it 
will bring tension into my life. I'm already a nervous wreck and 
don't need any more tension."’ The tension that living the paradoxical 
truths breaks us down mentally. Just the opposite is intended. The 
tension of living the paradoxical truths of the Christian life is intend- 
ed to make us better persons, stronger persons, more fulfilled per— 
sons, persons more at peace, happier persons, admirable persons, 
loving persons, joyful persons, etc. 


Living the Christian life doesn't mean that we never have any 
problems, never any tensions, and that we can sit back and take life 
easy with anything handed to us on a silver platter. We wouldn't 
appreciate and value being Christians under such circumstances and 
we wouldn't be appreciated or valued as we should be. Life would be 
bland and boring and others would disdain and envy us. 


Being a Christian means that we view our problems and the ten- 
sion of living from a different, new, positive, perspective. Jesus 
Christ is our savior and leader, and his Spirit will comfort and help 
us, and we believe that through him we can know only ultimate 
victory. 


In Matthew nine we can read of "many tax collectors and sinners” 
coming and sitting down with Jesus and his disciples. When the 
Pharisees saw this they were aghast and said, "Why does your tea- 
cher eat with tax collectors and sinners?" Jesus overheard what 
they were saying and said, "Those who are well have no need of a 
physician, but those who are sick." Then Jesus quoted Hosea 6:6 
which says of God, "I desire mercy and not sacrifice. For I did not 
come to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance." 


Jesus did something that the orthodox, pious Jews of his day would 
never have done. He socialized with publicans and sinners. Because 
Christians are both in Christ and in the world we confront problems 
similar to those Jesus confronted with the scribes and Pharisees. 


After the encounter of Jesus with the scribes and Pharisees the 
disciples of John "attacked" Jesus. ‘Why do we and the Pharisees 
fast often, but your disciples do not fast?" Jesus said to them, 
"Can the friends of the bridegroom mourn as long as the bridegroom 
is with them?" 


10 210 


John's disciples and the scribes and Pharisees were both amazed 
and shocked at the normality of the followers of Jesus. Some people 
think that unless your religion is ascetic, utter agony it is not true 
Christianity. This is what the orthodox Jews thought and they sys- 
tematized their religious observances so as to make them perfunc- 
tory things which bored people and made them feel insecure because 
they couldn't meet the requirements without fudging. and rationaliz- 
ing. The result was vain worship. 


Jesus replied to John's disciples by referring to a wedding feast. 
When a young couple married in Palestine they did not go away for 
a honeymoon. They stayed at home and for a week they had open 
house. They dressed in their best and had a week-long party. 
Never again would they have such a week. 


Jesus went to wedding feasts and probably liked to go. He likened 
the Christian life to a wedding feast. Joy is part of a wedding feast 
and it is to be part of a Christian's life and joy cannot be had by 
being completely anti-social and ascetic. The definition some 
people have of Christianity is that it is a religion which compels you 
to do all of the things you don't want to do and hinders from doing 
all the things that you want to do. 


A Christian is a person in Christ and is to be Christlike. Yet at 
the same time a Christian has to live in the world like Jesus was in 
the world, but not of the world (John 17). 


The apostle Paul wrote to the Corinthian brethren and told them, 
"I wrote to you in my letter not to associate with immoral men; not 
at all meaning the immoral of this world, or the greedy and robbers 
or idoJators, since then you would need to go out of this world" 
(1 Cor. 5:9-10}). 


Sometimes it is very difficult and a very fine line to walk to be in 
the world and not of the world. It doesn't mean that you never as- 
sociate with worldly people. It doesn't mean that you never enjoy 
some of the same pleasures that worldly people enjoy. On the other 
hand, the apostle Paul told the Romans, "Do not be conformed to 
this world but be transformed by the renewal of your mind, that you 
may prove what is the will of God, what is good and acceptable and 
perfect" (Rom. 12:2). 


What the apostle Paul is saying is don't let the world decide what 
you are going to be like. Don't let your life be self-centered. Don't 
let your life be dominated by human nature at its lowest. Let Christ 
decide what you are going to be like. Let your life be Christ-cent- 
ered. Let your life be controlled by his Spirit. 

P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 
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BORN AGAIN-Fact or Fad? 


LYLE E. SCHAEFER 


Many believers today can appreciate the confusion brought about 
by Jesus’ teachings that one must be born again to see the kingdom 
of God. Indeed, not unlike Nicodemus, we ask, ''How can this be?" 
And when confronted with the present-day “born-again" gospel, we 
feel apprehensive about our spiritual heritage, as Nicodemus must 
have felt about his. Before the resurrection of our Lord, even 
Jesus’ disciples didn't really comprehend the gospel; so Nicodemus 
had a common excuse in his day. But today, with the work of Jesus 
on earth completed (John 17) and the inspired writings of that his- 
torical fact, we have no excuse for our confusion. In fact we have 
more evidence of our spiritual birth than we do for our fleshly birth 
in respect to proving who our biological parents are. In all due 
respect, the Word of God is superior to a birth certificate and a 
few witnesses. However, as we have done with most of Jesus’ 
teachings which were meant to bring us all together in unity, we 
have managed to divide again the body of believers over semantics. 
I stress that the division is one of semantics, because in fact all of 
us are one in Christ, notwithstanding our obsession with proving 
that some are more "one" than others. 


Why do we question our spiritual birth? Are we afraid that our 
love for the Word is motivated by demons? Is our trust in the 
gospel of Christ originating from our fleshly birth? Of course not. 
We stumble because we're not satisfied with the new life we receive 
by believing that Jesus is the Christ. John 20:30-31 is not good 
enough; we want an experience. ‘Nicodumus-anity" is very much 
alive today. Just as he thought that the miraculous signs were the 
visible kingdom of God, many today trust in sight and feelings 
(John 3:2-3). But Jesus declared, "I tell you the truth, unless a 
man is born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God."’ Indeed, we 
can experience all the signs and gifts of the modern charismatic 
movement, we can submit to all the baptisms of every church, and 
we can take part in all the "holy" patterns of liturgy. And all the 
time we may not recognize the kingdom of God in Christ. In fact, 
sectarianism has re-defined the kingdom and the new birth. I'm 
sadly convinced that many brothers believe "thy kingdom come, thy 
will be done" refers to a pattern of Sunday-morning liturgy. But 
what is the new birth? 


The apostle Peter writes in his second epistle: 'Grace and peace 
be yours in abundance through the knowledge of God and of Jesus 
our Lord. His divine power has given us everything we need for 
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life and godliness through our knowledge of him who called us by 
his own glory and goodness. Through these he has given us his 
great and preciouS promises, so that through them you may par- 
ticipate in the divine nature and escape the corruption in the world 
caused by evil desires. For this reason, make every effort to aéd 
to your faith goodness; and to goodness, knowledge and to know- 
ledge, self-control; and to self-control, perseverance; and to per- 
severance, godliness; and to godliness, brotherly kindness; and to 
brotherly kindness, love” {2 Pet. 1:2-7). We're born again when 
we find ourselves participating in the divine nature, as opposed to 
the nature of the world. We know that we are a new creation when 
we are tormented in our souls by the lawless deeds we witness 
around us (2 Pet. 2:7-8). Ane we know that we're born again be- 
Cause we delight in God's principles, even as the law of sin wages 
war in our bodies (Rom. 7:21-25). We no longer regard anything or 
anyone from aworldly point of view. We are a new Creation; the 
old has gone, the new has come. Our birth acknowledges our Father 
in heaven and His Son Jesus Christ. To bs born again does not 
necessarily mean a Change in one’s work or leisure. The new birth 
is not a new lifestyle but a new nature. One who lives according to 
the Spirit has his mind set on what the Spirit desires (Rom. 871-39). 


Grow in the grace and knowledge of oar Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ. To Him be glory both now and forever. Amen (2 Pet. 3:18). 


6386 S.W. 42ndStreet, Miami, Florida 33155 


THE LAW AND RIGHTEOUSNESS 


ARNOLD HARDIN 


Someone, anonymously, has sent me a copy of an article that 
appeared January 21 in the Gospel Advocate, entitled Law, Grace, 
and the Righteousness of God, written by J. B. Myers of Sulphur 
Springs, Texas. Guy N. Woods, Editor of the Advocate remarked: 
"This is truly a superb article on an extremely relevant and vital 
theme and it effectively refutes much false teaching which some 
among us have drawn from denominational sources rather than from 
the scriptures. We urge our readers to study this article until they 
are thoroughly familiar with every facet of it." 


I have done as brother Woods suggested! But I can in no way 
concur with his assessment of the article. Rather, it is truly an 
amazing bit of the worst kind of error imaginable! It sets forth the 
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complete misunderstanding that thousands among us have relative 
to this eternal theme. And when men such as Woods, with his great 
knowledge of the Bible endorses so highly, such misunderstanding 
of the gospel, then indeed spiritually hard times are here. 


It is necessary that I give lengthy citations so that you can see I 
am not lifting statements out of context. Read carefully. 


"Tt is apparent that many also misunderstand salvation in the OT. 
Did the Jews really have to earn their salvation? It is false to as- 
sume that salvation in the OT was by works only any more than 
salvation in the NT is by grace only. God still demands works (Jas. 
2:17~24) and people in the OT were justified by faith (Rom. 4:5). " 


Now as students of God's Word reflect upon what he said as he is 
in the process of building a foundation for the wildest of errors! 


"An understanding of the concept of the righteousness of God is 
important if one is to have a proper understanding of law and grace. 
Although righteousness can mean different things in Scripture, it 
frequently has reference to God's revealed righteousness. (cf. Isa. 
96:1) It has this meaning in some of the key passages in Romans 
which are crucial to our understanding of grace and law. For ex- 
ample, Paul says the gospel of Christ, 'For therein is the right- 
eousness of God revealed' (Rom. 1:17). He is not saying the gospel 
reveals righteousness as an attribute of God. Neither should one 
conclude that righteousness is equivalent to justification. Instead, 
the gospel reveals God's plan of righteousness for man. For ex- 
ample, Paul says that the Jews were ignorant of the righteousness 
of God (Rom. 10:3). They were not ignorant of the fact that God is 
righteous. They were ignorant of God's plan of righteousness as 
revealed in Jesus Christ. In Christ ‘the righteousness of God 
without the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the 
prophets' (Rom. 3:21). That God's righteousness is accepted by 
faith is nothing new. The difference is that it is now faith in the 
righteousness of God which is ‘of Jesus Christ' (verse 22). The 
sacrifice of Christ on the cross declared God's righteousness for 
the remission of sins (verse 25)." 


Sound scriptural and innocent? Yea verily! Until a close scruitny 
is made and, then as we shall do, one discovers just what the 
author means by certain statements in the beginning of his develop- 
ment of this terribly important theme. He has said that one must 
understand that salvation in the OT was achieved by a combination 
of grace and works. Paul must be turning over in his grave! And 
he has said that one should not conclude that righteousness is equi- 
valent to justification. But he contradicts himself in this matter of 
defining righteousness in another statement which I will notice later. 
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So much basic error in that short statement one scarcely knows 
where to begin. The Jews of the OT were saved by the doing of the 
law! But, when the commands changed, that is another law system 
was given which is "of Christ'', the Jews could not now be justified, 
saved under the old system of works. He says, "The law had be- 
come a works system and not of faith''. But his point is that the 
law of Moses did not become a system of works until the new law 
"of Christ'"’ became effective! This contradicts every statement 
Paul ever made relative to the Jews’ concept of the law. They be- 
lieved that they could indeed be saved under such a works system of 
law and thus they rejected the gospel presented through Paul. And 
then of all things, the author says that when Paul argues we are 
justified on the principle of grace/faith, and used Abraham as the 
illustration, Paul was only saying that Abraham was justified by 
faith only because God's righteousness, the law, had not as yet been 
revealed. 


How on earth can anyone read Galatians three and make sucha 
statement that flat out tells Paul he knew nothing about this matter 
of law? There is so much outright error in these statements that it 
staggers the imagination! It defames the cross! [Jt makes Christ 
not a friend but a foe. Since they could be saved under the law, if 
only Christ had not become a new law-giver and changed the com- 
mands, the Jews could still be saved today. But in giving another 
law system He antagonized them and so they rejected Him and are 
lost. This brother is teaching, with the approval of Woods, that the 
law existed as a valid method of salvation until the coming of Christ 
and then the law was "not of faith!'’ The cardinal sin in all of this 
error is clearly seen again as so often we have pointed out. That 
being a misunderstanding as to how Paui nearly always used 
"works". He used it in the sense of "perfect obedience" and since 
the law required such in order for any Jew {to be justified by it, Paul 
correctly showed that no one was therefore ever justified by such. 
Such brethren have apparently cut Galatians three out of their 
Bibles! But it reveals again and again how determined we are to 
turn the grace of God into a matter of human righteousness under 
law. 


The evidence continues to mount revealing that so many of our 
brethren do not have a scriptural concept of what the gospel is. 
Paul used works, relative to sinners being made righteous or just- 
ified, as perfection under law, an absolute impossibility! Why will 
brethren flyin the face of Paul when he wrote: "And be found in him, 
not having a righteousness of mine own (what kind is that?) even 
that which is of the law" (Phil. 3:9). According to the author, from 
which I am quoting, Paul was a complete ignoramus, but he was so 
because the Holy Spirit misinformed him according to these breth- 
ren. And Guy N. Woods highly endorses such law/works/righteous - 
ness by which sinners are justified. 
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I would like for some of such brethren to cite us the scripture that 
teaches that God ever gave the law of Moses with the justification, 
salvation of one soul in mind- One is truly made to wonder if these 
brethren have ever seriously read Galatians. Please read the third 
chapter as it is an eye opener. Legal works and gospel faith are 
contrasted as set forth in 3:10-12. These are the only two ways men 
may attain unto life. Law righteousness demands perfect obedience 
“to all things written in the book of the law’. But all are law break- 
ers; hence, not one soul can be justified by means of law obedience. 
Faith is the only way and Paul refers to that principle as obedience 
of faith. The two ways cannot co-exist, nor can they be combined. 
Paul had preached this grand truth years before he had written 
Galatians! "By Him everyone that believeth is justified from all 
things, from which he could not be justified by the law of Moses" 
(Acts 13:39). 


In spite of such truths here is a brother, like thousands more, 
that flat out says that the law of Moses was the means of Jews 
becoming justified, righteous before God. Abraham demonstrated 
his faith in his willingness to sacrifice Isaac. Paul, his being 
baptized; but their faith was essentially the same. It was a "grace- 
gift’ whether to Abraham or to us. Life does not come from law, 
it must be given. "Grace and truth came through Jesus Christ" and 
before that, all were doomed because of being under law; but thank 
God Christ redeemed us from the curse of law. But this brother, 
and a host of others, believe and say that what man has been de- 
livered from is one law and another has been given. 


The point is that law gives life for "doing", not for believing. In 
Christ the legal curse is gone. 


Paul went on to show the purpose of the law. The covenant of law 
was to be but a temporary, provisional insert within the longer, 
larger covenant of promise. All under that legal covenant were 
under a curse (Gal. 3:10). Yet these brethren say that the Jews 
were righteous because they kept "the righteousness of God." 
Christians out of sheer gratitude are to be "zealous of good works". 
But dearly beloved, please, somehow get it out of your spiritual 
system that being zealous of good works is the basis or grounds of 
eternal salvation. Christians should not serve God out of a sense of 
Slavish duty. But anyone who really and truly understands the cost 
of his/her being declared righteous will gratefully and lovingly 
serve God with an ever increasing zeal until time diminishes the 
mind and faculties of body. Our many failures and short-comings 
our Father understands and through them all He loves us. He can't 
allow an irresponsible and rebellious child to go unpunished; but as 
long as we are seeking to do His will and honor our Lord there is 
no one nor anything that can take us out of His eternal hand. 

2920 Prairie Creek, Dallas, Texas 75227 
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EDITORIAL - from page 202 


Do I rightly gather that your fellowship is in the throes, so to 
speak, of a controversy over grace on the one hand, and something, 
law or works or whatever, onthe other? I very much like what you 
say in your editorial, and I can also add a hearty Amen to what 
Mark Williams and Leroy Garrett have written on grace. And 
Charles Geiser is good on love and unity, a subject that some people 
may think is my own hobby horse. AY] told, this issue is a very 
good one. 


Since beginning this I have taken time out to look up Campbell and 
the Church of Christ. The 1966 edition of the Encyclopedia Britan- 
nica describes both the Church of Christ and the Disciples of Christ 
in terms which would with little change describe ourselves, except 
that we have never had an ordained clergy. We are far less num- 
erous than either CC or DC. I suppose that we wouid number less 
than 100,000 in the USA & Canada, though I don’t know where to look 
for figures. CC & DC each have one congregation listed in the 
Windsor phone directory; neither advertises in the Saturday church 
page of the newspaper. The EB says that CC and DC each have 
about two million members, and that they are most numerous in 
Michigan, Ohio, etc. But apparently their success in the USA has 
not been matched in Canada. 


Loolaing forward to hearing from you, and to receiving some in-~ 
formation, and some back numbers of Ensign. 


4113 Roseland Drive E., Windsor, Ontario N9G 1Y5 


KKK KKK KEKEKK HK K 


There are several notable features in this letter, and one that 
stands out especially is the fact that this brother had never heard 
of our Restoration Movement and had to look us up in the encyclo- 
pedia. Ironical, isn't it, that a movement that swept this country 
and was known in England, Scotland, and Ireland, and even as far 
away as Australia, now has to be looked up in the library! What 
happened! ? 


Well, what happened is, when we "restored" the first century 
church and discovered the "perfect pattern of worship and doctrine" 
we isolated ourselves behind our walls of perfect orthodoxy and 
invited the sinners to come to us- We turned the Restoration 
Movement into a church, hired a preacher and ran our ad in the 
yellow pages. We then became a denomination in competition with 
all other denominations and we lost our distinction as a unity move-~ 
ment. We no longer seriously plead for unity. We demand total 

(turn to back cover) 
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LETTER - from page 217 


surrender of all who disagree with us. As of late it has even become 
dangerous to get serious about uniting our divided brotherhood, 
witness the "Joplin Summit" conference held recently by represen- 
tatives from the Christian Church and Church of Christ. The meet- 
ing has been condemned by the Firm Foundation, Gospel Advocate, 
The Restorer, and, of course, Contending for the Faith. To even 
get together now without demanding total surrender is compromise. 
I find it hard to believe that brethren can have real faith and then 
condemn others for attempting to fulfili the Lord's prayer in John 
17. It is neither faith nor (especially) love. It is pure sectarianism. 


Bro. Greenhow is editor of a periodical called ''OQpen Forum." 
If you would like to see where he’s coming from, then write to him 
and request to be placed on his mailing list. Postage to Canada is 
the same as U.S. postage. Most of our people would be especially 
pleased with an article appearing in the October 1984 issue, titled, 
“Christian Baptism." - Editor 
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